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McClellan resolution requesting the Pres-
ident to make reductions, within certain
limits, of various amounts and items.

I do not believe any tax increase is
necessary, and I shall oppose any. I be-
lieve that the Congress should and will
take effective steps, outside the realm of
increasing taxes, to relieve our present
and prospective 1950 deficit. But if all
efforts fail, and if I am driven to a choice

* between deficit financing and raising
taxes, I will vote for a well-framed and
considered tax bill—but under great pro-
test—and this tax to apply for 1 year
only. As ill-considered as this might be,
it would neverthless be an effective and
firm stand against deficit financing. It
would let our own people, as well as the
people of all nations of the world, know
that we mean what we say when we pro-
claim that our fiscal affairs will stand on
a sound basis at all hazards. Any other
course is not only unsound, but it will
eventually be suicidal.

I am not pleased over what seems to
be our attitude here toward this far-
reaching and basic problem. I have
seen our course on fiscal affairs unfold,
and am now realizing the implications.
I have voted for the appropriations so
far considered this year, whose totals
shall contribute toward an unbalanced
budget. As the picture develops and be-
comes clearer, my path of duty becomes
plain. You may place my name high on
the list of those who have realized
where we are drifting, and also high on
the list of those who feel duty-bound to
go any reasonable limit to do something
about it now, at once, and for the years
to come. My plea is not merely a tem-
porary plea for “sound financing” as the
term is sometimes used; I plead for a
permanent abandonment of deficit fi-
nancing except in war or other equally
extreme conditions. I plead for prac-
tical action now that will return our
fiscal affairs to a sound basis, because I
feel that I know in my own mind that
this is absolutely necessary over the
years for an effective defense program,
for a domestic program of service, and
foremost of all, for a continuation of
our personal freedom for all and a con-
tinuation of opportunities for our youth.

Sound governmental financing being
clearly indispensable to a continuation
of our freedom and our progress and
our defense, let us courageously set our-
selves by this polestar and our course,
though at times rugged, will be safe for
us all.

For us, the Congress, to fail the people
on this vital point -vill be nothing less
than political sin.

And now, Mr. President, I indulge the
hope that I have arrested the attention
of some of my hearers, or that those who
read the REcorD may pause and give
thought to this problem; but failing in
each of these, I have at least tied myself
down, and this is a course that I must re-
spectfully recommend to each of my col-
leagues who has not already traveled this
perplexing path.

CONSIDERATION OF NOMINATIONS

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate proceed to the consider-
ation of Order No. 1914 on the Executive
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Calendar and the remaining nominations
on the calendar.
- The motion was agreed to.

UNITED STATES CUSTOMS COURT

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Morgan Ford to be judge of the
United States Customs Court.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nomination is con-
firmed.

UNITED STATES MARSHAL

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of John E. Sloan to be United States
marshal for the western district of
Pennsylvania.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nomination is con-
firmed.

UNITED STATES PUELIC HEALTH
SERVICE

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations to the United States
Public, Health Service.

Mr. PEPPER. I move that the Pub-
lic Health Service nominations be con-
firmed en bloc.

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nominations in the
United States Public Health Service are
confirmed en bloe.

Mr. PEPPER. I ask that the Presi-
dent be immediately notified of all nom-
inations confirmed today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With=-
out objection, the President will be im-
mediately notified.

RECESS

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate stand in recess until 12
o'clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o’clock and 43 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, Wednes-
day, July 13, 1949, at 12 o’'clock meridian.

NOMINATION

Executive nomination received by the
Senate July 12 (legislative day of June 2),
1949:

UNITED STATES MARSHAL

Joseph P. Regan to be United States mar-
shal for the district of Kansas, vice William
M. Lindsay, term expired.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate July 12 (legislative day of
June 2), 1949:

UNITED STATES CUSTOMS COURT
To be judge of the United States Customs
Court
Morgan Ford

UNITED STATES MARSHAL
To be United States marshal for the western
district of Pennsylvania
John E. Sloan -
UwniTep StatEs PUBLic HEALTH SERVICE

APPOINTMENTS AND PROMOTIONS IN THE REGULAR
CORFS OF THE FUELIC HEALTH SERVICE

To be senior surgeon (equivalent to the Army
rank of lieutenant colonel), effective date
of acceptance

Paul W. Kabler

JuLy 12

To be surgeons (equivalent to the Army rank
of major), effective date of acceptance
Wilton M. Fisher
Lawrence L. Swan
Thomas L. Shinnick

To be sanitary engineers (equivalent to the
Army rank of major), effective date of ac-
ceptance
Charles D. Yaffe
Glen J. Hopkins
Louis F, Warrick

To be scientist (equivalent to the Army rank
of major), effective date of acceptance

Robert E. Serfling

To be senior sanitarian (equivalent to the
Army rank of lieutenant colonel), effective
date of acceptance
Glen M. Kohls

To be sanitarians (equivalent to the Army
rank of major), effective date of acceptance
Maurice E. Odoroff
Nell McEeever

To be nurse officers (equivalent to the Army
rank of major), effective date of accept=
ance
Eleanor C. Balley
Avis Van Lew
Lorena J. Murray

To be senior dietitian (equivalent to the
Army rank of lieutenant colonel), effective
date of acceptance

Margaret E. Perry

To be assistant sanitary engineer (equivalent
* to the Army rank of first lieutenant)

Charles E. Sponagle

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
: TuEespAy, JuLy 12, 1949

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

- Rev. Theodore C. Mayer, pastor of
the Methodist Church, Wooster, Ohio,
offered the following prayer:

Our Heavenly Father, we come to Thee
seeking Thy help that we may measure
up to the demands of this day. Too long
we have sought Thy blessing for our
plans, but today we would seek to know
Thy will and, in following it, receive Thy
blessing.

Too often we have only prayed for the
coming of Thy Kingdom, and have won-
dered why it tarried so long; but today
we would seek first Thy Kingdom and
in seeking it we shall find it.

Too soon we have stopped our pray-
ing and begun what we called the work
of the day, but today we would work in
the attitude of prayer, placing our trust
in Thee and doing all in the spirit of Thy
Son, Jesus, in whose name we work.
Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of
yesterday was read and approved.

EXTENSION OF REMARES

Mr. LANE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp in four instances and include ex-
traneous matter.

Mr. ENGLE of California asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the REecorp and include an
editorial.
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THE HATCH ACT

Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Speaker, today I
am introducing a bill to repeal as much
of the Hatch Act as prohibits certain of-
ficers of the Federal and State govern-
ments and members of the armed serv-
ices of the United States in taking an ac-
tive part in political management or po-
litical campaigns.

The Hatch Act in its present form pro-
hibits a multitude of sins, the prohibition
of which I agree with 100 percent. How-
ever, it is my opinion that every natural,
native-born person should be permitted
to exercise his or her prerogatives in con-
nection with the election of public
officials.

This Government being founded on
the principles of the people, for the peo-
ple, and by the people, in my opinion,
should be at all times governed by the
people, If this principle of democracy is
to be followed, it is certainly undemo-
cratic to prohibit those who are carrying
out the mandates of the law from en-
gaging in political activities.

Many holders of appointive offices are
very familiar with the operation of the
Government and the requirements con-
nected with public offices. Because of
their experience, they are well aware of
the type of individual that should be
elected to reflect the wishes of the Amer-
ican people but, because of certain provi-
sions of the Hatch Act, they are pro-
hibited from exercising their inherent
right, to wit, taking an active part in
political campaigns. For that reason, I
hope that the bill that I am introducing
today will be enacted.

I realize that other provisions of the
original Hatch Act should be left in full
force and effect, and, for that reason, my
bill only relates to those prohibitions de-
nying employees of Federal and State
governments and members of the armed
forces from taking part in political cam-
paigns.

ARMED SERVICES UNIFICATION

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection,

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, the coun-
try will be shocked, I know, to learn that
the House Committee on Armed Services
this morning killed the unification bill
by a vote of 13 to 12. The committee
voted to postpone any further action on
the bill which was just about ready to
be voted upon until after the conelusion
of the investigation of the B-36. The
committee staff is working on an investi-
gation of the B-36; and according to
them, it is going to be impossible to con-
clude that investigation prior to the ad-
journment of Congress. So I say ad-
visedly that unification is dead for this
year in Congress.

XCV——-586

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

I think the country will be interested,
too, to know that ex-President Hoover
testified that a proper unification bill
would save this country $1,000,000,000.
Other witnesses also testified that it
would save from two to two and a half
billion dollars if we put through a unifica-
tion bill instead of killing it.

ARMED SERVICES UNIFICATION

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Louisiana
has informed the House of the action of
the Committee on Armed Services. The
committee had finished its hearings and
had rewritten the bill. It was up for a
final vote this morning when a motion
was made to postpone further considera-
tion of the bill until after the B-36 hear-
ings are completed. I want to assure
the House that counsels for the B-36
hearings, who were selected last week,
have started investigation and I will drive
as vigorously as I know how to have the
investigation completed so that at the
very earliest possible date the committee
may resume its hearings on what is
known as the Tydings bill. I am for the
bill. There are amendments which I
think are essential safeguards. But the
committee in its wisdom has deferred
action until the B-36 hearings are com-
pleted,

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection,

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, when the
American people know all the facts in-
volved in the pending legislation, S. 1843,
coupled with some other legislation, they
will not be at all shocked, but will be
grateful to the Committee on Armed
Services for holding up this legislation
temporarily at least.

Our distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Armed Services is emi-
nently fair always. Originally his posi-
tion was to defer this legislation until a
later date, but when he was pounced up-
on by my good friend and colleague, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BRown], try-
ing to rush the thing through, he went
to work and he has worked long, hard,
and diligently. I am inclined to favor
this bill, but from the beginning I have
thought it should be considered after in-
vestigation of the B-36. In fact, the
chairman, the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. Vinson], the gentleman from
Louisiana [Mr. Brooks], and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. JoHN-
soN] and I are about the only ones, with
the exception perhaps of three or four
younger Members, who are in favor of
it. Many of our Members, and the close
vote taken today shows it, entertain
grave doubts. If you want to save a bil-
lion dollars a year and carry out the rec-
ommendation of the Hoover Commis-
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sion, you can take title IV of this bill and
it would pass the committee, I dare say,
unanimously. I shall offer title IV as a
separate bill today. This will give us
efficiency and economy immediately and
we can postpone consideration of the
highly controversial features of S, 1843
until after further study.

Mr, PRICE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1
minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, I hesitate
to prolong this discussion, but I have a
very strong feeling on the matter. I
thoroughly share the views of the gentle-
man from Louisiana [Mr. Brooks]l. I
feel that by the action taken by our com-
mittee this morning we have prevented
any action on the tightening of the mili-
tary unification act during this present
session of Congress. Despite the assur=
ance of our chairman, for whom I cer-
tainly have the greatest respect, I know
something about these congressional in-
vestigations. I have been tied up in one
on the Senate side for almost 2 months
now, and I know that when you get into
these investigations, they are prolonged
and no one can foretell the end of them.

So I have a feeling a little bit different
from that of my chairman that the com-
mittee in its wisdom this morning de-
cided to postpone this hearing until the
conclusion of the investigation on the
B-36 matter. I might say the committee
in its lack of wisdom reached its decision
this morning,

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. HOWELL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a newsletter of the
French General Conference.

PAY RAISE FOR POSTAL EMPLOYEES

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. Speaker, I notice
that last week the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service brought before
this House a bill with reference to the
amount of compensation paid to mem-
bers of the Cabinet and to different gen-
tlemen in the executive departments. I
know that this committee has a great
deal of work on its hands but I sincerely
hope that they accelerate the hearings
which are now in progress and that be-
fore this session is concluded they will
bring to the floor of this House a bill de-
signed to finally recognize the fact that
the employees of our Post Office Depart-
ment are greatly underpaid and should
receive a raise in salary, and also obtain
further benefits as proposed in several
measures pending before the committee.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Ohio has expired.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House



9300

for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

[Mr. WaLTER addressed the House.
His remarks appear in the Appendix.]

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. MILLEFE. of California asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the F.Ecorp and include a news=
paper article.

THE TYDINGS BILL

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr, Speaker, I was
very sorry to see the Tydings bill, as
amended by the House Armed Services
Committee, postponed today. I am one
of those who firmly believes that if we
are going to have a system of defense we
must give enough power to the headman
to Tun the entire organization under his
supervision. That bill as it was modi-
fied in our committee does exactly that.
The B-36 investigation undoubtedly will
be a very thorough and painstaking in-
vestigation, Unfortunately, the Secre-
tary of Defense, who bears my name,
wrote a3 memorandum, or rather Mr.
Early, his assistant, did, from which it
could be implied that he wanted to have
all the testimony pass through his hands.
The inference that some make, although
I did not make it myself, would be that
he would try to censor, to a certain ex-
tent, and regiment the testimony. I
think if it develops that he is trying to
do that it would react very unfavorably
against him. But I hope that we can get
the Tydings bill before the House before
this Congress adjourns, as that will bring
real unification, which will result in
much economy.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from California has expired.

CONDUCT OF FEDERAL JUDGE

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, I had
not intended to take the floor this morn-
ing until my good friend the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WaLTer] said
something about the trial in New York.

Regardless of what has been said
about bias and prejudice in the Hiss
case, as one who has spent nearly a quar-
ter of a century in the courts of the land,
I know something about court proce-
dure. When five members of the jury, as
appears in an article in the New York
Herald Tribune this morning, make the
statement that they believe the judge
was biased and prejudiced against the
Government and in favor of the de-
fendant, Hiss, certainly there appears
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firm ground for the charges made that
the trial was unfair, The jurors, with
the attorneys in the case, had the priv-

ilege and opportunity of watching the

judge, hearing what he had to say, see-
ing his complete demeanor and attitude
on the bench, hearing the inflections of
his voice, and having the advantage of
noting the gestures of the judge in re-
gard to the case. The trial judge shak-
ing hands with character witnesses in
the case in the presence of the jury is
an example of the court’s conduct. It
had its probable effect on the jury.
When facts such as that are considered
there is ample basis for the statement
of the five jurors and Congressmen
Nizxonw and Casg of the Committee on
Un-American Activities that Judge
Kaufman was prejudiced against the
Government and in favor of the defend-
ant, Hiss.

EXTENSION OF REMAREKS

Mr. DONDERO asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the ReEcorp and include a
newspaper article.

Mr, POTTER asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include
Senate Concurrent Resolution 44 of the
Michigan State Legislature.

Mr. KEEATING asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include an editorial.

BURDENSOME EXCISE TAXES

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, un-
questionably the President is on firm
ground when he concedes the error of
his ways and withdraws his insistence
upon a tax increase at this time, His
willingness, even though belated, to face
up to the realities of the economic pic-
ture in this respect is to be commended.

It is disappointing that the only re-
duction in taxes which he recommended
has to do with the excise tax on the
transportation of goods.

I can think of no greater spur to busi-
ness activity than would be afforded by
favorable action on the bill of our dis-
tinguished minority leader to eliminate
or reduce many of the Federal sales taxes
imposed originally to secure extra reve-
nue for the prosecution of a war, but
still continued, and now threatening to
become a permanent fixture in our eco-
nomic picture unless action is taken
promptly to grapple with temptation.
So long as we continue to open added
sources of revenue to the Federal Gov-
ernment, we will look in vain for sub-
stantidfl economies. Only the compul-
sion of necessity will force cuts in our

budget which all of us know can, and -

should be, made.

If the Martin bill needs amendment,
the Committee on Ways and Means
should get on with the task of present-
ing to us a measure relating to these
Federal sales taxes which it considers
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sound. The inaction which has charac-
terized this committee in the present
Congress is regrettable in the light of
the opportunities for constructive serv=
ice afforded it.

It should not be necessary for this
committee to take its dictation from the
President or be guided only by his views
in charting its future course.

The other great disappointment, of
course, in the President’'s message came
in the continuance of his adherence to
the principle that the Government must
spends its way out of the present period
of recession. Just as the elimination of
excise taxes is a sure key to business re-
vival in many fields, increased deficit
financing and unwillingness to accept
reductions at any point in governmental
spending is an infallible source for cre-
ating lack of confidence on the part of
business and thereby accelerating the
present downward trend. Before it is
too late, we should promptly and em-
phatically disavow our willingness, as
Members of Congress, to go along with
such a theory which has proved disas-
trous in the past and clearly portends
nothing but danger for the future.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. VUORSELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

[Mr., VurserLL addressed the House.
His remarks appear in the Appendix.]
HUGH D. SCOTT, JR., CHAIRMAN OF THE

REPUBLICAN NATIONAL COMMITTEE

Mr. JACKSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend my remarks, ;

The SPEAKER. Is there cbjection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

Mr. JACKSON of California, Mr.
Speaker, I would like to associate myself
with and concur in the remarks just
made by the distinguished gentleman -
from Illinois [Mr. Vurserrl. Partisan
politics aside, I have always found the
distinguished gentleman, our colleague
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Huga D. ScorT,
JRr.] to be sincere, able, and forthright.
It is true that I personally do not go into
transports of delight over the gentleman
responsible for Mr. ScorT’'s appointment
in the first instance. In light of that
fact I can speak with a degree of impar-
tiality. I have found that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Huca D. ScorT,
JR.] is a man of his word and a man of
high prineiple. I call that to the atten-
tion of the national committee hatchet-
men. I have found his character to be
above reproach in all respects and I trust
that not only will this House have the
benefit of long continued and effective
service but also that those beating the
tom-toms for his dismissal as chairman
of the Republican National Committee
will take into consideration the virtues
and the characteristics which have en-
deared him to us who have come to know
him so well.
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. WERDEL (at the request of Mr.
MarTIn of Massachusetts) was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
RECORD.

SPECIAL ORDER

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the special order I
have for today be transferred to Thurs-
day next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

THE PRESIDENT AND HIS PROMISES

Mr. JENKINS, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, the Pres-
ident in the last campaign was profligate
in his promises.

Apparently in an effort to make good,
he presented to Congress the largest
budget by several billions that any Presi-
dent ever presented in peacetimes.

In his effort to emulate Roosevelt he
thinks that spend and elect are political
synonyms.

He demanded that Congress increase
taxes by four thousand millions, which
Congress has refused to do.

Instead of realizing that debt and com-
munism are two of America's most seri-
ous problems, he laughs at debt and jokes
about communism,

As a result, he has brought upon the
country a serious depression, and his “red
herring” is now engaging our courts in
long and disgraceful trials.

Yesterday in his message to Congress
he has reluctantly abandoned his de-
mand for more taxes.

He still clings to his impossible theory
that prices can be lowered without low=-
ering the cost of production.

For purely political purposes he under-
states the facts with reference to the
depression.

He refuses to recognize that the three
principal problems facing the country
now are:

First. Extravagant Government spend-
ing;

Second. The seriousness of unemploy-
ment in the country; and

Third. The dangerous trends of our
country toward communism and toward
foreign alliances from which we will
never be able to extricate ourselves.

Mr. Truman, you are the President of
the greatest Nation in the world. You
should demean yourself accordingly.
You are serving future generations and
eternity. Eternity is a long time.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. JENKINS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an editorial,

Mr. MERROW asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the REcorp and include an
article written by him appearing in a
New Hampshire newspaper.
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IMr. LEMKE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a newspaper article.

Mr. ELSTON asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include an article from the
Cinecinnati Enquirer by Mr. Bromfield.

Mr, McDONOUGH asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Appendix of the REcorp in two
instances and include an article.

Mr. RICH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the ReEcorp and include a
statement entitled “We Go Back to Defi-
cit Spending” by the secretary of the
Council of the State Chambers of Com-
merce.

Mr. MARSHALL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the RECORD.

Mr. EARST asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a letter.

GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1
minute and revise and exftend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no cbjection.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I wonder
what has happened to the report of the
Joint Committee on the Legislative
Budget. That committee was supposed
to have reported on the 15th of Feb-
ruary the amount of money we are
spending and the amount of receipts we
are taking in. I would like to know why
that committee does not function.

If you will read the statement I now
insert in the Appendix of the KECORD,
you will find that last year we had a
credit to the good of the Government
of $8,419,000,000, while on June 30 of
this present year the Government was
in the red to the extent of $1,811,000,000.
The first figure came from the Eightieth
Congress and the last is due to the spend-
ing of the “Eighty-worst” Congress.
the difference is $10,230,000,000. Some
difference, I would say.

Mr. Speaker, last year we spent $1,-
811,000,000 more than we took in. Every
one of the Members ought to know
enough to balance the budget.

We should be ready at all times to
see that our house is in proper finaneial
order. We cannot continue this deficit
spending and keep solvent; we cannot
give everybody everything they want and
expect to keep solvent. You must be
able to say no. If is necessary to say
no. The President should not ask for
all the New Deal proposals that he has—
they are ruinous to our Government—
such as socialized medicine, aid for edu-
cation, arming all countries of the
world, the St. Lawrence seaway, and so
forth, and so forth., Let us stop spend-
ing, go home, and give the country a
rest from this squandering administra-
tion.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania has expired.
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. TOLLEFSON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include an editorial.

Mr. MACY asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include two editorials.

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the business
in order on Calendar Wednesday of this
week be dispensed with.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of fthe gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

RURAL TELEPHONE SERVICE

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I call up
House Resolution 267 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

Resolved, That immediately upon the
adoption of this resolution It shall be in
order to move that the House resolve itself
into the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 2060) to amend the Rural
Electrification Act to provide for rural tele-
phones, and for other purposes. That after
general debate, which shall be confined to
the bill and contizue not to exceed 2 hours,
to be equally divided and controlled by the
Chalrman and the ranking minority member
of the Committee on Agriculture, the bill
shall be read for amendment under the 5-
minute rule. At the conclusion of the con-
sideration of the bill for amendment, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous gues-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and amendments thereto to final passage
witkout {intervening motlon except one
motion to recommit.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, this reso-
lution makes in order the consideration
of H. R, 2960, the rural telephone bill,
which is an amendment to the Rural
Electrification Act. Mr. Speaker, I be-
lieve that possibly the greatest service
that has been rendered the rural people
of this country was the passage of the
Rural Electrification Act. It has cer-
tainly brought greater benefits to the
rural people of this great country of ours
than any other piece of legislation en-
acted under the so-called New Deal pro-
gram.

Mr. Speaker, I am an old-fashioned
American. Ibelieve that in order to have
a healthy America we must have a
healthy rural people. If it is left to the
people of the rural areas of this great
country we would never have any com-
munism or any other foreign ism. The
rural people of this country are possibly
more responsible for the splendid sys-
tem of free government that we enjoy
than any other segment of our people. I
do not mean by that to cast any asper-
sions upon those who dwell in our great
urban centers. But, I think it is a mat-
ter of common knowledge that these for-
eign isms originate and flourish more in
the congested centers than they do in the
rural areas. Therefore, if we are to con-
tinue as a great free people it seems to
me that one of the primary considera-
tions and objectives of ours is to see that
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our rural people are prosperous and are
content, and thereby stem, so far as pos-
sible, the constant trend of our people
to move into the congested areas of our
great urban centers. So this is another
step to bring about that healthy condi-
tion in our rural areas to try to prevent,
so far as possible, the trend of our rural
people to move into the great urban cen-
ters.

I believe in free enterprise. I helieve
it is the basic success of our system.
This bill is not in conflict with that
philosophy, but I should like to pause
in passing to say that if our private en-
terprise system would exercise itself a
little more to bring the benefit of mod-
ern inventions and modern improve-
ments within the grasp of our rural peo-
ple, Federal assistance to rural electrifi-
cation and rural telephones would not
be necessary. Since this legislation has
been introduced, private enterprise en-
gaged in these particular areas has exer-
cised itself considerably to give the bene-
fit of rural telephone service to the rural
people of this country.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. COLMER. I would be glad to
yield to my distinguished and long-time
friend, for whom I have great admira-
tion and to whom some day the people of
this country will erect a monument, for—
like Cato of old, who always arose and
said that Carthage must be destroyed—
my friend arises in this Hall and tells
the people that they must cut down on
their spending. He is so imminently cor-
rect.

Mr. RICH. I thank the gentleman.

If the telephone people of this country
now are extending their lines out into the
rural areas, knowing what has happened
in the past in regard to rural electrifica-
tion and things of that kind, does not
the gentleman believe that the private
enterprise system will now continue to
extend the telephone service so that it
will be in reach of every community in
this country? If we give them a little
more time, and if they do do that, then
will we not save the Government from
branching out into these lines of private
endeavor in competition with the private
enterprise system? If we are not careful
what we do, we will kill the private en-
terprise system just as sure as little
apples grow.

Mr. COLMER. Private enterprise has
been slow in doing anything about this,
just as it was in the case of rural electri-
fication. It began to exercise itself when
this legislation was first fostered. If pri-
vate enterprise will continue to exercise
itself, it will be given the opportunity to
do the job, under the philosophy of this
legislation.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COLMER. I yield.

Mr, YOUNG. Is it not a fact that the
Rural Electrification Administration
represents one of the great achievements
of this Nation during the last 15 years,
and is it not a fact that at the time the
rural-electrification measure was before
the Congress of the United States, the
same argument was made by its oppo-
nents as is now made by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania against this very
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fine amendment proposed to the Rural
Electrification Administration Act which
would extend that act to include rural
telephones?

I favor this legislation, as does the
gentleman from Mississippi, and I be-
lieve that the House of Representatives
will do a great public service today in
passing this legislation.

Mr. COLMER. My friend from Penn-
sylvania wants to answer that question.
I yield to him for that purpose.

Mr. RICH. I am notinterestedin try-
ing to keep the people of this country
from getting some of the benefits, but I
am trying to keep this country solvent.
I want to say to my friend on the other
side of the aisle who wants to criticize
me for anything that I might do or say,
that I am subject and open to any criti-
cism which might come to me, but I want
to tell you that when the Rural Electrifi-
cation Administration goes out as it has
been doing for the last 2 or 3 years trying
to build power plants to compete with
private enterprise, when they are not
necessary, it is just incurring an added
expense for the Government which
should not exist. I do not care where
or how it is, but we should be very care-
ful that we do not kill private enterprise
because we are going into socialism just
so fast that some day you will be the fel-
low who is ruined. Then do not blame
it on me, because I tried to keep the
private-enterprise system, which has
made this country the greatest country
on the face of the earth in 170 years.
That has not been accomplished by so-
cialism. Look what has happened to
Great Britain now. Do you want to get
in the same position that they are in over
there? God forbid.

Mr. COLMER. Let me say to my
friend from Pennsylvania that there is
not a great deal of difference between his
philosophy and mine, both in general,
and particularly in this matter. My
argument is that this will render a serv-
ice that private enterprise has not ren-
dered and that now private enterprise
will be given the opportunity to render
that service with the assistance afforded
in this bill.

Mr, YOUNG. If the gentleman will
yield further for just an observation—
the passage of this legislation will in fact
save the taxpayers of this Nation money
instead of causing additional expendi-
tures.

Mr. COLMER. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Carolina, the chair-
man of the committee.

Mr. COOLEY. I would just like to
point out to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania that according to information
supplied to the committee in 1920 43%
percent of the farms in Pennsylvania
had felephones and as late as 1945 only
40.4 percent of the farms had telephones.

Mr. SHORT, Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COLMER. I yleld to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. SHORT. I am glad that the able
gentleman from Mississippi pointed out
that there is not so much difference be-
tween the proponents and opponents of
this legislation, if they really understood
it. I think most of us believe in private
enterprise, but we will agree with the
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gentleman from Mississippi that private
industry in the past has gone only into
the cream districts and have neglected
the skimmed milk districts of this coun-
try. The remote rural areas of America
are entitled to electric power which will
shift the burdens of the world’s work
from the backs of men and women to
muscles of iron and steel. And they are
entitled to this telephone service so long
as it is not built along parallel lines so
as to destroy private investments of in-
dividual citizens who are engaged in law-
ful and legitimate enterprise.

Mr, COLMER. I thank the gentle-
man from Missouri for his usually splen-
did contribution.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker,
gentleman yield?

Mr, COLMER. I yield to the author of
the bill, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Poace], who is to be congratulated for
piloting this splendid piece of legislation
from his committee.

Mr. POAGE. I want to call the at-
tention of my friend, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania, to two sets of figures.
The figures for Pennsylvania have been
called to the gentleman's attention.
The United States as a whole has ac-
tually lost rural telephones, or at least
a percentage of rural telephones has de-
creased since 1920. In 1920 there were
38.7 percent of the rural homes of Amer-
ica supplied with some form of rural
telephone. In 1945, the last year for
which there are census figures, there
were only 31.8 percent.

Let me call attention further to the
fact that in 1935, when the REA began
its operations and made its first loans
in 1936 for the extension of electric lines
in this country, about 11 percent of the
rural homes of America had electric con-
nections, whereas about 22 percent, or
almost twice as many, had telephones at
that time. Today the figures are almost
exactly the reverse. There are almost
exactly twice as many rural homes with
electricity as there are rural homes with
telephones. In other words, under the
assistance of the REA, we have increased
rural electrification from 11 percent to
approximately 75 percent in this Nation.
During the same period of time the Na-
tion has lost in the percentage of rural
homes supplied with telephone service.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his observation.

I said in the beginning that the REA
had furnished a great service to the
rural people of this great country of
ours. I can think of nothing that would
be of greater service than to give them
the benefit of rural telephone service.
Certainly, if they need electric lights,
they need this method of communica-
tion, which is enjoyed by our urban resi-
dents everywhere.

Mr. SHORT, Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. COLMER. I yield.

Mr. SHORT. 8Since the telephone
poles are already erected, what objection
could there be to stringing a telephone
wire under the electric wire, to serve
these people in the remote areas that
often need help in times of emergency,
for instance, when they have to call a
doctor?

will the
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Mr. COLMER, Of course, that is the
plan that is intended under this legis-
lation.

Mr. Speaker, I now yield 30 minutes
to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr,
ALLEN], and I reserve the remainder of
my fime.

Mr. ALLEN of Tilinois. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such tiiae as I may require.

Mr. Speaker, this rule makes in order
consideration of H. R. 2960, a bill to
amend the Rural Electrification Act, to
provide for rural telephones, and for
other purposes.

Getting away from the apparent—and
I repeat apparent—harmlessness of the
preamble, really what does this bill do?

It authorizes and empowers the Ad-
ministrator of Rural Electrification to
make loans for a 35-year period, with in~
terest at the rate of 2 percent ior the pur-
pose of financing cr refinancing the im-
provement, expansion, construction, ac-
quisition, and operation of telephone
lines anywhere without regard to geo-
graphical location.

He can make thes: loans to public
bodies, cooperatives, nonprofit limited
dividend or mutual associations. Tele-
phone service shall deem to mean any
communication service whereby sounds,
signals, signs, writing, or pictures of all
kinds are transmitted with the use of
electricity, including but not limited to
wire, wireless, or wire carrier transmittal
and reception, and shall include all tele-
phone lines, facilities, or systems used in
the rendition of such service. Rather a
big order I would say.

However, before zoing into these com-~
plicated, impractical, unsound, and far-
reaching provisions of this bill, I want to
emphasize that I favor every person hav-
ing a telephone who desires one, where it
is practical to have one if he can afford it.

I appreciate that there are many mis-
informed people who feel that the thou-
sands of independent telephone com-
panies have been derelict in providing
adequate telephone facilities to the pub-
lic the past 10 years. That is the
farthest from the truth. We must never
forget that during the depression, there
was no demand from the public for addi-
tional telephone facilities, Then the
war came along and the rulings and
regulations of the War Production Board,
and the telephone companies were for-
bidden to sell or install telephones for
normal use. They all went to the mili-
tary. Also, during the war they were
unable to obtain sufficient help to ad-
vance their lines. Notwithstanding the
depression and the war with their handi-
caps, still farm telephones have increased
from 1,526,954 in 1940, to 2,473,000 in
1948, or a gain of nearly 60 percent.

I cannot think of any comparable gain
in any other public service, with the pos-
sible exception of rural electrification—
and that is only to be expected. Be-
cause it is only natural that large land-
owners of the South will furnish, without
exception, the share croppers and cotton
pickers electricity in their little cabins
while they will provide but one or two of
these people in close proximity with
telephones.

Farm-telephone density is related
directly to farm income., The economic
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status of the farmer determines the num-
ber of telephones. Many share croppers
and cotton pickers make less than $500
a year. With such a low income, is it
not natural that they do not have the
desire to pay for a telephone. The prob-
lem, as I see it, is to do something that
will raise their income whereby they
can afford to pay for a telephone—not to
spend millions of dollars for telephone
poles and telephone lines near their
cabins when they cannot afford to pay
for a telephone when the service reaches
them.

Over 76 percent of the farmers in Illi-
nois have telephones. The only ones
that do not have them are the ones who
live in a remote area. It would necessi-
tate installing posts and lines, running
miles, at a cost of thousands of dollars.
Even as far as this bill goes, it would not
take care of them.

Yes; many will contend that the thou-
sands of independent telephone com-
panies have done a bad job. Still, the
fact remains that of the 60,000,000 tele-
phones in the world, the United States
has nearly two-thirds, or 37,000,000,
which I believe is very good.

My good friend, the author of this bill,
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. PoaGel,
stated, as appears on page 108 of the
hearings:

I may say in all frankness that I con-
template that this bill should have the
power to provide competition because if it
goes not have the power we do not get much

one.

Of course, there is not and should not
be competition in the telephone indus-
try. In 1913 the Department of Justice
decreed, when the question was before
it, that competition in the telephone in-
dustry was impractical and was definite-
ly not in the public interest. The tele-
phone industry was determined to be in
the public interest a natural monopoly,
and rightfully it was placed under strict
Fcderal and State regulation, and it re-
mains in that position today.

from a practical viewpoint, can you
possibly conceive of competition in our
telephone industry? It would mean, in
the true sense, that you could have a
telephone helonging to one company,
your neighbor on the right a telephone
belonging to another company, and your
neighbor on the left a telephone belong-
ing to still another company. What a
mix-up. Still, this measure provides for
just such a thing.

As a matter of fact, this bill, if enacted
into law, might easily place all the tele-
phones of the country under Govern-
ment ownership. Perhaps that is the
ambition of many who are supporting
this bill, but I earnestly state that is not
the goal of the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Poacel. We all know him too well,

How could all telephones ultimately
become Government-owned if this bill
becomes a law? I will tell you why.

At the present time there are many in-
dependent telephone companies borrow-
ing from the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation in order to make improve-
ments and advance their lines. They
pay 4 percent interest and the maxi-
mum term is for 10 years. They pay
income taxes and a dozen other taxes.
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How can they possibly compete with
cerfain agencies such as cooperatives
which do not pay like taxXes. How can
they possibly compete when they are
compelled to pay 4 percent interest to
one governmental agency when under
this bill others can borrow from an-
other governmental agency—the Rural
Electrification Administration — paying
but 2 percent interest.

I cannot understand how anyone can
possibly hold that the Federal Govern-
ment should loan money to anybody for
a long term at 2 percent, when it pays
more than 2 percent itself for long-term
borrowing at the present time, and no
one knows how much higher interest
they might have to pay—not 35 years
from now—but perhaps 5 years from
today.

Right at this minute, the Treasury De-
partment is using the radio, press, and
sound trucks to sell bonds bearing in-
terest of over 3 percent. Think of it—
when under this bill they will loan the
same money at 2 percent. Rather silly,
isn't it?

As far as I have been able to learn,
the Director of the Budget has not given
his approval to this bill; no one knows
the cost over the next 35 years; no one
knows whether it is part of the Presi-
dent’s program.

In my opinion, if this legislation is to
be passed, the following desirable amend-
ments should be added:

First. Antiduplication of facilities to
prevent competition.

Second. To prevent right to acquire
existing property—purpose is to expand
and provide service where it does not
now exist.

Third. To give existing telephone
companies a clear preference over all
‘“‘newcomers."”

Fourth. To prevent refinancing of
debt-ridden companies for the purpose
of unloading their bad investments on
the Government.

Fifth. To make certain the interest
rate is no lower than the cost of money
to the Government for like term of bor-
rowing.

Sixth. To provide that local or regular
commercial sources of loans must be ex-
hausted before a loan can be made under
this bill.

Seventh. To substitute Reconstruction
Finance Corporation for Rural Electrifi-
cation.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois.
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. CHURCH. I want to congratulate
the gentleman for a very fine statement.
I hope the amendments he has suggested
will be adopted before the bill finally
becomes law; if it does.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I thank the
gentleman very much. I hope the Mem-
bers will study these seven amendments.
I am certain if they do the majority will
agree with the seven amendments I have
offered.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. JENNINGS].

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Speaker, I rep-
resent a district composed of nine coun-
ties which extends across the eastern

I yield to the



9304
section of Tennessee from Kentucky to
the North Carolina line and pretty close
to the Georgia line. Thousands of my
people live on farms. For the past sev-
eral years the residents in the northeast
section of my home county of Knox have
repeatedly appealed through me to the
local telephone company for the exten-
sion of telephone lines to their farms.
Doctors are scarce  in the country.
There are very few country doctors, and
if we had telephones these people, many
times, by calling the doctor's residence,
could find out whether or not he was
available at home and, if not, where he
could be found. They need telephone
service for that purpose.

In addition to that, many times by the
use of the telephone, they will save
themselves the expenditure of from three
to five dollars for gas and oil and for
wear on their automobiles. I hold in
my hand here a sheaf of telegrams that
have come to me today from the vicinity
of Fountain City, a suburb of Knoxville,
where 25,000 people live; from Hall's
Crossroads, and from Harbison's Cross-
roads, and from Corryton sections of the
county which are heavily populated,
thickly populated, with progressive, pros-
perous farmers. They do not want any-
body to give them anything. They want
an amendment to the REA Act so that
they may borrow from this agency which
has been loaning rural-electrification
concerns the money with which they
have extended the lines from the central
stations of the Tennessee Valley Author-
ity thus carrying electricity to all of the
sections of that great region of my State.
These people need telephone service.
Hope deferred, I am told in the Proverbs,
maketh the heart sick, but when the
desire cometh, it is a tree of life. My
people have long hoped in vain. The
time of their deliverance, by this meas-
ure, is near at hand.

We Tennesseans in my section of the
State cannot truthfully be said to be so-
cialistic. We have been Republicans
since the party came into existence, My
district has not elected a man of the op-
posite political faith to this House since
1856, They who are supporting this
measure are Republicans for the most
part. This, however, is not a partisan
measure. Its enactment will benefit all
the people.

Tennessee has beea liberal with the
western section of our country.

My congressional district sent Sam
Houston from Blount County to Texas
under a mandate from Andrew Jackson
to take that vast empire away from Mex-
ico, and he did it. When he was a boy
5 years of age, the piloneer father and
mother of Sam RaYBUrRN moved from their
home in Roane County, Tenn., in the
Second Congressional District, to Texas,
where Sam grew to manhood. The people
of Texas, at a time when the memory of
man runneth not to the contrary, saw
in Sam splendid congressional timber and
have continuously elected and reelected
him to this body, and he is now for the
second time the Speaker of the House.

This measure is an effort to give the
people of this country the services they
are entitled to enjoy; and that they are
willing to pay for.
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Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JENNINGS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Missouri.

Mr. SHORT. It must not be forgot-
ten that last year in the awful do-nothing
Eightieth Congress we voted $490,000,000
for rural electrification, which was §100,-
000,000 more than was requested by the
President or the Director of the Bureau
of the Budget.

Mr. JENNINGS. That is true, and it
has been a benediction and a blessing to
the people to whom it has carried electric
current. It has lifted the heavy burden
and the drudgery off the bent backs of
the farm wives. You can go to the re-
motest portion of my district and find
deep-freeze outfits. ¥You find in their
churches and schools, places of business,
dairies and homes electricity that is en-
abling them to live a prosperous and
happy life.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. CRAWFORD].

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, as the
Members of this body well know, we are
all receiving scores of communications
from our people all over the country ask-
ing that the Congress approve taxation
on the income of cooperatives. We have
the question of deficit financing ahead of
us again. We are already short of reve-
nue.

As friendly as many of us are to the
cooperative movement, it may be that we
are facing a situation where coopera-
tives will have to be taxed if we are
to raise the revenue for which our ap-
propriations call.

In reading this bill, on page 3, lines 22
to 25, we find this language:

That the Administrator, in making such
loans, shall give preference to persons provid-
ing telephone service in rural areas, and to
public bodles, cooperative, nonprofit, limited
dividend, or mutual associations.

Here we further intensify the problem
that we will have to deal with in due
course from the standpoint of taxing co-
operatives.

I join with the gentleman from Illi-
nois who advocates that the interest on
these loang be increased. I say this be-
cause we do not believe that any group
of our people is entitled to loans from the
Federal Government below the cost of
the interest on those loans to the Federal
Government. We know what they are
paying on savings bonds, we know what
the average rate of interest paid by the
Treasury on all borrowings amounts to,
and we know that, generally speaking,
as we move into a higher and higher in-
terest period we are not going to be able
to borrow the money to finance the prob-
lems of this Government on a 2 percent
basis. I for one would like to see the
rates handled in such a way that the
people who pay taxes generally will not
have to subsidize this operation because
of too low an interest charge.

I should like very much to see an
amendment offered, which I understand
may be offered by the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. Hopel—I am not saying he
will offer it, but I have been told he was
thinking sbout offering it—which would
protect the established privately fi-
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nanced telephone companies now in the
field. Certainly we should give some
very serious thought to that before we
take action which will set up Govern-
ment competition against those little
people who have furnished the venture
capital and the risk capital to carry on
those operations.

There are some things that can be said
about the big telephone companies in
particular. I had an experience just re-
cently within only a few miles of this
building where the poles are set up and
the right-of-way is provided, and yet
the telephone company of Washington
wanted $225 to extend a little line only
a few hundred feet from poles which
were already on the farm. T sent word

.to the manager of the telephone company

to the effect that action of that kind was
one of the main reasons why the Congress
would vote for a bill such as we now have
before us, and why they voted for REA
in the first place. The public utilities do
not have clean hands in connection with
this entire operation. Personally, I do
not believe they will make these expan-
sions as rapidly as our people require and
as rapidly as they need them. I think
there should be some stimulation of some
kind along the line. But at the same
time these amendments which have been
discussed by the gentleman from Illinois
with respect to interest rates and with
respect to the prohibition of duplicating
facilities and having RFC participate in
some of these loans, are amendments
which are certainly worthy of considera-
tion and serious debate by this body.
Altogether I hope that as the discussion
goes on this afternoon, we will get into
the heart of this and do what is right
for our people.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.
~ Mr, ALLEN of Illinois. How can any-
one be for private enterprise when the
interest rate on loans to some agencies is
2 percent and the RFC lends independ-
ents money at 4 percent, and yet the in-
dependents have to pay taxes.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Of course that is
one of the big problems which face us
in connection with this whole cooper-
ative movement and if we do not volun-
tarily do something about it, eventually
economic conditions will force us to do
something.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I yield the balance of the time to the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr., Harveyl.

Mr. HARVEY. Mr, Speaker, I want to
speak a few words with regard to this
legislation. I am a farmer as most of
you know, and have been responsible in
varying degrees for 16 years and for the
last 6 years—until this spring—as the
unpaid manager of a rural telephone
company in my own community, I do
know that in Indiana we have a larger
number of these rural companies which
were organized 35 and 40 years ago as
stockholding companies. Our company
has approximately 200 stations and is
currently charging a rate of about $2.25
for party-line service. In my home
county there are about six other small
companies of the same kind, all of them
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operating on a hand-to-mouth basis.
We were incorporated as a stock com-
pany and naturally have paid all of the
same type of Federal taxes that the Bell
Telephone Co. and any other company
pays.

But more than that, our little company
which only cost the people of that com-
munity $2,500 40 years ago, today is
paying taxes on an assessment of $100 a
mile, while the Bell Telephone Co., or at
least the division in my county seat, at
Newcastle, pays the exhorbitant rate of
$30 a mile as established by the Public
Service Commission of Indiana. What
is the difference? I will tell you the dif-
ference. It is because the Bell Tele-
phone Co., as an Indiana institution, has
plenty of legal talent to look after their
interests. ]

The little companies out there have to
take what they can get and they get
plenty of taxes. Mind you, I do not say
that these companies should not pay it.
I think they should. But I do say that
the rural companies, under the present
set-up, are not being favored. In fact,
they have the cards stacked against
them.

Now, what is the answer? These com-
panies, given proper encouragement, will
combine. What will be the result? I can
tell you. They will be able to operate an
efficient system, which they cannot do
today. My little company would like to
install a dial telephone system so that we
could give the people 24 hours’ service at
a price they could afford to pay. But how
much would it cost? It would cost $20,-
000 to put in a dial system for 200 sta-
tions. There is not enough money in my
community that could be borrowed on a
long-time basis, to effectuate this
change. The same thing is true all over
Indiana.

I am as much in favor of free enter-
prise as any of the rest of you. I want
to encourage it. I say to you that as far
as the State of Indiana is concerned
there is no intention on the part of the
Bell Telephone Co. to expand into the
rural areas. Their policy in the past has
been to withdraw from those areas. I
find no fault with them. They are in
business for themselves, They frankly
say that they have skimmed the cream.
They have taken the richest and most
productive source of revenue in the
State, and the rural areas will not pay
their way, so they should not be saddled
with servicing those areas. That leaves
half the population—because Indiana is
approximately 50-percent rural—without
any future assurance of a continuation
of service, All of these little companies
are gradually going to pot. The reason
is because their original owners were
willing to operate and maintain them
and service them and give of their time
for free, as I did. But the time has come
when you can no longer get people to op-
erate a telephone company and give of
their time and service day after day for
free, which you have to do in order to op-
erate the system.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARVEY. I yield.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I wish to ask the
gentleman a couple of questions. Did I
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understand the gentleman to say his lit-
tle company had to pay taxes of $100
per mile?

Mr. HARVEY. That is the valuation,
No; that is not taxes. That is the valu-
ation, as assessed by the public-service
commission.

Mr, CRAWFORD. That is on your lit-
tle company?

Mr. HARVEY. Yes.

Mr, CRAWFORD. While on the big
company it is only $30 a mile?

Mr. HARVEY. That is right.

Mr. CRAWFORD. My second ques-
tion is this: Does the gentleman believe
that under the provisions of this bill
as here submitted your small company
can receive the necessary financial as-
sistance to put it on a proper running
basis, or are there some amendments
;.rhlch you think should be put into the

ill?

Mr. HARVEY. I would say to the
gentleman I do not have time to go into
the details of any amendments that
might need to be placed in the bill to pro-
tect already existing companies from
having duplicating facilities come in and
run them out. Of course, I would want
to protect the companies that intend to
stay in the rural communities and serv-
ice them.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. HarveEY] has
expired.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
agreeing to the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

UNITED NATIONS

Mr. LYLE, from the Committee on
Rules, reported the following privileged
resolution (H. Res. 280, Rept. No. 1012),
which was referred to the House Calen-
dar and ordered to be printed:

Resolved, That Iimmediately upon the
adoption of this resolution it shall be in
order to move that the House resolve it-
self into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the considera-
tion of the bill (H. R. 4708) to amend the
United Natlons Participation Act of 1945.
That after general debate, which shall be
confined to the bill and continue not to ex-
ceed 1 hour, to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and the ranking
minority member of the Committee on For-
eign Affairs, the bill shall be read for amend-
ment under the 5-minute rule. At the con-
clusion of the consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Committee shall rise and
report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and
the previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
Mr. RAMSAY asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include an address by Ad-
miral Louis E. Denfeld, at the Legion
convention on June 30.

THE DRIVE FOR A MILITARY DICTATOR-
SHIP CONTINUES

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, one not familiar with the meth-
ods of the administration and the Mili-
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tary Establishment, listening to the 1-
minute talks made at the opening of the
session today, would undoubtedly be led
to believe that unless the Tydings bill
now before the House Armed Services
Committee was reported out and forth-
with passed by the House, the Nation
would be defenseless.

It is well that the committee has post-
poned action and that, before it sends
that bill out with a favorable report, it
attempt to ascertain the necessity for the
proposed legislation and the effect which
it may have upon the country.

Less than 2 years ago, the National
Security Act of 1947 became the law of
theland. The announced purpose of the
act was the unification of the armed
services so as to give to the country
greater efficiency at less cost.

The bill was driven through commit-
tee and Congress by a powerful lobby
directed by military men, the result of
whose action, whatever may have been
their intention, tended to establish here
in the United States a military dictator-
ship similar to that advocated by Bis-
marck, Hitler, and Mussolini, and com-
pletely out of step with the concept of
military power outlined by the Consti-
tution.

High-ranking officers of the Navy, who
were on active, as distinguished from
swivel chair, duty during World War II,
were, until shortly before the close of
the hearings, effectively gagged and, by
the action of a majority of the committee
which reported out the bill, denied the
opportunity to freely express their views
as to either the necessity for, or the
effectiveness of, the proposed reorgani-
zation of the armed services.

The bill as finally written continued
the opportunity—which the President
and the armed services already pos-
sessed—to give unification and a meas-
ure of economy and increased efficiency.

Some of my views of the legislation
were set forth in House Report No. 961,
Eightieth Congress, first session, as fol-
lows:

The vriter of this report is convinced that
until a few days before the committee or-
dered the hearings closed, all officials in
the Navy, many of them high ranking officers,
who bore the brunt of the Nation's battle on
the sea and In many instances in the air,
were prevented by Executive gag from freely
expressing their objections to the bill.

In the opinion of the writer the proposed
legislation does not conform to the procedure
for the national defense as outlined in the
Constitution.

The proposed legislation, Instead of leaving
to the Congress the duty and the responsi-
bility of providing for the national defense,
of making appropriations to the Army to be
expended within 2 years, of providing, as di-
rected by the Constitution, for a Navy, places
that duty and that responsibility upon a
National Military Establishment—a new and
an additional organization superimposed
upon the Army, the Navy, the Air Forces, and
the Congress.

A careful reading of the bill, of the hear-
ings, and a realization of the implications
justify the conclusion that the possibilities
of a dictatorship by the military are in this
legislation,

There is nothing in the testimony to
justify the argument that it will in the near
future bring about ecoromy in our Military
Establishment.
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The argument that it will promote effi-
ciency is met by the historic fact that in
our blundering, so-called ineficient, waste-
ful way, our fighting men have on all occa-
slons overcome the forces of the centralized
militarism of those they have met in battle.

The thought that the National Military
Establishment and the departments or

agenclies established by this bill should be

clothed with power to plan our foreign policy,
thus usurping the functions of the President
and the Congress, and under the plea of co-
ordination, regiment our production and our
resources, is abhorrent. Yet under this bill
that is the proposal.

It is no answer to say that these new
agencles are granted only the power to plan,
no power to execute; that to Congress they
must come for funds to implement their
plans.

It is & matter of common Enowledge that
all too often the Congress and the Nation
are whipped into line, compelled to support
plans and polictes promulgated either by the
State Department or the administration and
of which the Congress has no knowledge
until advised that we, as a Nation, were com-
mitted to such a policy,

Why then does the writer file the com-
mittee report and not oppose the bill?

Because and only because legislation seems
inevitable and H. R, 3979 introduced by him,
modified in some respects by the subcom-
mittee and the committee, and finally mold-
ed into H. R. 4214, is the best bill that was
obtainable,

Forced to take a bitter dose of a medicine
of doubtfal value the patient seeks to make
it less distasteful, less harmful by every con-
ceivable device and provision.

The hearings held on that bill dis-
closed that there had been a deliberate
attempt on the part of General Eisen-
hower, as Chief of Staff, to either elim-
inate or curtail the Marine Corps as an
independent unit.

The situation on that issue was dis-
closed—although somewhat inadequate-
ly—in the report above referred to as
follows:

Examination of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
1,478 papers convinced the committee that a
specific statement of Marine Corps functions
was imperative if the Marine Corps was to
be protected from being eliminated as an
effective combat element, which, according to
the testimony of Fleet Admiral Nimitz, was
the intention of the Army.

The hearings had not progressed far before
it became evident that, not only in the
Marine Corps but throughout the country,
there was a fear that an effort had been and
was being made not only to reduce the size
and 1imit the functions of the Marine Corps,
but a possibility that it might be reduced to
the status of a police force.

The existence of any justifiable basis for
such a fear was denied by some witnesses who
held the highest ranks. That there was justi-
fiable ground for this apprehension is ap-
parent if one reads the memorandum by the
Chief of Stafl, United States Army (General
Eisenhower) , under date of May 16, 1946, and
the reply of Admiral Nimitz (hearings, Na-
tional Security Act of 1947, p. 640).

In the memorandum forwarded by General
Eisenhower, then Chief of Staff, United States
Army, among other things we find this:

“The conduct of land warfare is a respon-
sibility of the Army. Operationally, the Navy
does not belong on the land; it belongs on
the sea. It should have only technical and
administrative functions on land in connec-
tion with its headquarters, bases, or other
naval installations. The emergency develop-
ment of the Marine Forces during this war
should not be viewed as assigning to the
Navy a normal function of land warfare,
fundamentaily the primary role of the Army.
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There Is a real need for one service to be
charged with the responsibllity for initially
bridging the gap between the sailor on the
ship and the soldier on land. This seems to
me properly a function of the Marine Corps.
I believe the Joint Chiefs of Staff should give
serious consideration to such a concept. The
need of a force within the fieet to provide
small readily available and lightly armed
units to protect United States interests ashore
in foreign countries is recognized. These
functions, together with that of interior
guard of naval ships and naval shore estab-
lishments, comprise the fundamental role of
the Marine Corps. When naval forces are
involved in operations requiring land forces
of combined arms, the task becomes a joint
land-sea, and usually Air Force mission.
Once marine units attaln such a size as to
require the combining of arms to accomplish
their missions, they are assuming and dupli-
cating the functions of the Army and we have
in effect two land armies. I therefore recom-
mend that the above concept be accepted as
stating the role of the Marine Corps and that
marine units not exceed the regiment in size,
and that the size of the Marine Corps be
made consistent with the foregoing prin-
ciples.”

To that view, Admiral Nimitz, under date
of March 30, 1946, replied:

“The basic and major issues considered in
J. 8. C. 1478-10 and J. C. 8. 1478-11 comprise
a proposal on the part of the Army (a) to
eliminate the Marine Corps as an effective
combat element, reducing it to the status of
a naval police unit with possibly certain
ancillary service functions in respect to am-
phibious operations, and (b) to abolish an
essential component of naval aviation which
operates from coastal and island shore bases.
To those ends these papers propose to dis-
card agreements on these matters which have
been arrived at between the Army and the
Navy from time to time over a period of more
than 20 years, and which have resulted in a
responsibility for functions proven highly
effective in World War IL

“In matters so vital both to the Marine
Corps and to naval aviation, I consider it ap-
propriate and desirable that the Joint Chiefs
of Staff should have the benefit of the views
of General Vandegrift, the Commandant of
the Marine Corps, and of Vice Admiral Rad-
ford, the Deputy Chilef of Naval Operations
for Air. Their comments are attached as en-
closures A and B, respectively.

. . . . .

“I agree with the Chief of Staff, United
States Army, that further exchange of papers
on the subject of the missions of the land,
naval, and air forces will serve no useful pur-
pose. It is further apparent that the ques-
tion is part of the larger one of the merger of
the War and Navy Departments, which pro-
posal was, at the Army’'s Insistence, referred
to the President and which is now before the
Congress. Thus, the matter now under con-
sideration has already mched levels higher
than the Joint Chiefs of S

General Spaatz, oommanding general,
Army Air Forces, wrote:

“Irecommend therefore that the size of the
Marine Corps be limited to small, readily
avallable and lightly armed units, no larger
than a regiment, to protect United States in-
terests ashore In foreign countries and to
provide interior guard of naval ships and
naval shore establishments.”

General Eisenhower, Chief of Staff, United
States Army, also wrote:

& “The following is proposed for considera-

on: *

“(1) That the Marine Corps is maintained
solely as an adjunct of the fleet and partici-
pates only in minor shore combat operations
in which the Navy alone is interested.

“{2) That it be recognized that the land
aspect of major amphibious operations in
the future will be undertaken by the Army
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and consequently the marine forces will not
be appreciably expanded in time of war.

“(8) That it be agreed that the Navy will
not develop a land army or a so-called am-
phibious army, marine units to be limited in
size to the equivalent of the regiment, and
the total size of the Marine Corps therefore
limited to some 50,000 or 60,000 men."”

Report by Army members of Joint Staff
planners (proposal):

L] L] - - .

“Provide landing parties with the fleet to
protect United States interests ashore in for-
eign countries in operations short of war, and
in time of war to conduct raids and small-
scale amphibious demonstrations.

L] - L) L] L]

“Perform necessary functlons aboard ship,
at naval installations, and in the ship-to-
shaore phase of rmphiblous operations.”

The bill as finally enacted sought to
give the needed protection to the Marine
Corps, but subsequent events have dis-
closed that apparently there is still a de-
termination in the minds of some of our
military men to minimize, if not to elim-
inate, the Marine Corps and its functions.

Moreover, there is in my opinion evi-
dence—to me, conclusive evidence—that
a military cabal is determined to subject
the civilian population to its demands,
that it is determined to rule this country
and to subordinate all interests to its own
desire fo direct, if not to assume control,
of our governmental functions.

No doubt, many of those who give sup-
port to legislation tending toward that
end are unaware of the purpose, ignorant
of the ultimate result. No doubt, the
overwhelming majority of those support-
ing the proposed legislation sincerely be-
lieve that such legislatior is necessary if
we are to adequately defend ourselves,
prepare against present and future
danger,

With all due respect to their opinion,
without questioning their motives, it is
my sincere conviction that the ultimate
result, if their plans and proposals are
carried out, will be that constitutional
government, national defense under the
Constitution, will be at an end; that the
burden of taxation and the curtailment
of civilian authority will ultimately put
an end fo constitutional government as
we have heretofore known it.

The National Security Act of 1947 was
endorsed and sponsored by the admin-
istration. It was actively—and I use
that word advisedly—supported by the
War Department General Staff and the
Army Air Force. It was officially sup-
ported by the Navy Department, which
for a time prohibited free expression of
its officers by means of a gag rule that
was not lifted until late in the consider-
ation of the proposed bill. The impor-
tant point is this: The services and the
administration demanded passage of the
bill. They said that it would give us
greater military efficiency and tremen-
dous savings. Each and every War De-
partment, Air Force, and Navy officer
who appeared in favor of the bill said
that it was necessary and would work
successfully, After its passage every
uniformed and civilian head of the mili-
tary services endorsed the bill and hailed
its passage.

Today, less than 2 years since enact-
ment of the National Security Act of
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1947, the administration, the Depart-
ment of the Army, and the Department
of the Air Force want a new National
Security Act. Why do they now insist
on a new law to replace that which they
s0 unanimously supported? It is my
firm opinion that there is not a more
important question confronting those
who believe in preserving our form of
government and democratic institutions.

It was my privilege to be chairman of
the Committee on Expenditures in the
Executive Departments that considered
the National Security Act of 1947. In
the course of the 1947 hearings I became
curious as to the objectives of the Gen-
eral Staff sponsors of the Security Act.
Evenfs since then have confirmed my
apprehensions.

There is before the House a bill, S.
1843, approved by the Senate Armed
Services Committee, that in effect re-
writes the National Security Act of 1947.

This administration bill did not go
this time to the Expenditures Commit-
tee, but rather, to the Armed Services
Committee. Let me assure you that I
haye faith in the judgment of the com-
mittee chiairman, our esteemed colleague
from Georgia [Mr. VinsoN] as well
as the other membkers of the com-
mittee. I feel confident that they will
recognize the issue and the motives in
the bill to be considered by them. My
sole purpose in speaking on the subject
at this time is to invite attention of Mem-
bers of the House to the background of
the bill as well as to the dangers inherent
in the proposed legislation, so that we
may be better aware of the implications
of the legislation when the pressure is
put on, as it inevitably will be, to pass,
without question, this bill exactly as for-
warded to us for rubber-stamp approval.

In the first place, the current proposal
to amend the Security Act of 1947 can-
not be considered as a separate and dis-
tinct piece of lezislation. It is insep-
arably intertwined with previous legis-
lation designed to achieve the objectives
of the War Department General Staff.

World War II was scarcely over before
Congress was confronted with the so-
called “Collins plan” for unifying the
armed forces. Named after its General
Staff sponsor, Lieutenant General Col-
lins, the bill would have provided for the
emasculation of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
complete merging of the armed services
into one department, creation of a Prus-
sian-type supreme General Staff in this
country. In addition, passage of the
bill would have meant the destruction
of the Marine Corps and naval avia-
tion. Fortunately, the sponsors of the
Collins bill were so sure of themselves
that they were brazen in their methods.
The issues and the motives were clearly
discernible. Because the dangers were
apparent, the bill never got out of com-
mittee,

With rejection of the Collins bill, its
sponsors learned part of their lesson.
Unable to gain their objectives openly,
they resorted to camouflage. If they
could not get everything in one legisla-
tive gulp, they would take it in a series
of nibbles. The course of subsequent
so-called unification legislation illus-
trates the methods used to gain the ob-
jectives of the Collins bill.
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This new subtle approach did not
change the objective of the War Depart-
ment General Staff. The principal goal
of those who seek domination of the Mil-
itary Establishment, and equally impor-
tant areas of- our economic and social
life, is the establishment of a supreme
general staff, headed by a single chief of
staff. This is the device by which mil-
itarists controlled Prussia and later Ger-
many. It is the invariable lesson of his-
tory that creation of a supreme general
staff results in eventual destruction of
democratic institutions.

During the early part of 1946 the Pres-
ident directed the Secretaries of the
Army and Navy to confer and determine
the areas of agreement and disagreement
with respect to unification. On May 31,
1946, the two Secretaries forwarded to
the President a joint letter in which they
set forth the points on which they could
and could not concur. In that report it
was stated that the War Department be-
lieved in the single chief of staff. How-
ever, the report continuec that since the
Navy felt that the joint chief of staff
should be the highest source of military
advice, “The War Department is willing
to omit the feature of the single chief of
staff.”

On June 15, 1946, the President, reply-
ing to the Secretaries of War and Navy,
confirmed that there would be no single
chief of staff. The War Department
General Staff may have omitted the sin-
gle chief of staff, but they did not aband-
on their efforts to establish such a su-
preme military official. They knew full
well that militarists in the past have
achieved more by indirect than by di-
rect action.

In January 1947 the President sent du-
plicate unification bills to the House and
to the Senate. In April the House Ex-
penditures Committee began hearings.
To some of us on that committee it was
soon apparent that there were many
hidden items in that bill. A seemingly
innocuous portion of the bill provided
for the creation of a joint staff, headed by
a director, to function under the joint
chiefs of staff. A number of reputable
witnesses, including one of the Nation's
most distinguished war leaders, Brigadier
General Edson, of the Marines, warned
that this joint staff with its director was
the beginning of a national general staff
in this country, something that Congress
had traditionally been opposed to. It
was also stated that this joint staff would
rapidly expand beyond the limit of 100
set by the bill. Officials in favor of the
bill denied both assertions. But what has
happened?

In less than the 2 years in which the
law has been in effect the Director of the
Joint Staff has achieved a position of
power which is of doubtful authority un-
der the provisions of the Security Act.
It is well known in military circles that
the present Director is functioning al-
most as much as an agency of the Secre-
tary of Defense as he is of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, as was intended under the
bill, We are moving more and more in
the direction of a de facto single Chief of
Staff. The Joint Staff, limited to 100
in the 1947 legislation will be more than
doubled under the proposed legislation.
The original Senate bill would have re-
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moved all limits on its size. There have
recently been consummated a number of
mergers of elements of the three serv-
ices. These merged elements are super-
vised by the Joint Chiefs and their
agents, the Joint Staff.

We have, therefore, under present law,
the working basis of a Prussian-type gen-
eral staff in the United States. Given
time, there is reason for suspecting that
such could eventually result from the
system growing out of the National Se-
curity Act of 1947,

But those who seek power are not al-
ways patient. The proposed amend-
ments to the National Security Act ex-
ploit the gains made by the Joint Staff
in the direction of a supreme staff, and
accelerate its development by providing
for a real national chief of staff. Com-
bining the present Joint Staff with the
euphemistically termed “Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff”” as provided in
the proposed legislation, establishes a
supreme general staff in the classic Prus-
sian mold.

The true program for creation of a
single Chief of Stafl is reflected in Gen-
eral Eisenhower’s testimony. He said in
the 1947 hearings that he believed in a
single Chief of Staff but that he had come
to the conclusion that such a system
“would be wrong for the moment.” In
other words, the policy was to get every-
thing that could be obtained in 1947.
Get the foot inside the door with some
kind of legislation that could be amend-
ed later.

Congress passed the National Secu-
rity Act in 1947 in good faith, never sus-
pecting that its service sponsors looked
upon the law as a mere stepping stone
to goals that we would not at that time
give the military, never suspecting that
the law which we labored to improve
would be condemned by those who origi-
nally spawned it, as soon as the right
moment came to demand, under the
guise of amendment, a totally different
law.

I have no monopoly on the belief that
the proposed amendments would estab-
lish a supreme general staff in this coun-
try. This is the opinion of battle proven
officers and students of military institu-
tions. To those Members of the House
who want further evidence of the real
contents of the proposed legislation, I
respectfully invite your attention to the
testimony given before the Senate
Armed Services Committee, and before
the House committee as well, by Mr.
Ferdinand Eberstadt, who headed the
Hoover Commission task force assigned
to investigate the armed forces. Mr.
Eberstadt bitterly condemned, among
other parts of the bill, the portion per-
taining to the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. He stated very pointedly
that, under the bill as introduced, the so-
called Chairman was like a chief of stail
in all but name. Of considerable signifi-
cance, Mr. Hoover roundly condemned
the same points, stating that it was un-
workable and dangerous.

This, incidentally, should point up an-
other pertinent fact in connection with
this proposed bill; it is not in conformity
with the recommendation of the Eber-
stadt task force nor of the Hoover
Commission as a whole. Of even more
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significance is the fact that no less an
authority than Mr. Eberstadt states,
with reference to a basic provision of the
proposed legislation, that he “is at a loss
to know its origin or its purpose.” This is
the provision that the three services be
merged into one department.

If anyone is under the illusion that
this bill is based upon the recommenda-
tions and conclusions of the Eberstadt
task force—assigned to investigate the
armed services—of the Hoover Commis-
sion, I invite them to read the Eberstadt
report, and to read Mr. Eberstadt’s testi-
mony before the Senate and House com-
mittees. This bill to permit a Prussian-
type supreme staff and a vast military
bureaucracy does not find its justifica-
tion in the Eberstadt committee of the
Hoover Commission.

Nowhere is to be found any recom-
mendation that the three services be
merged into one executive department.
Ostensibly this is to clarify the powers
of the Secretary of Defense. But the
declaration of policy that the three serv-
ices are not to be merged remains in the
Jaw. What kind of clarification is this?
All that it makes clear is that, by indirec-
tion and stratagem, what is forbidden
by policy is to be permitted in detail.
This is not clarification. This is camou-
flage.

Who, I ask, outlined this blueprint for
militarism? That is just one of the
questions that I am sure that our House
Armed Services Committee will try to
answer when it considers the adminis-
tration bill.

Mr. Eberstadt, and Mr. Hoover as well,
it should be noted, strongly opposed the
provisions of the hill that would virtually
destroy the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Mr.
Eberstadt, after his long investigation of
the armed services states:

Our Joint Chiefs of Staff In the last war
may not have been perfect—the system had
some deficiencies—but it was just about as

perfect as any institution In human affairs
is likely to be.

The key to final achievement of a
Prussian-type supreme staff is the single
Chief of Staff. Call him what you will—
Chief of Staff or Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs—his function is the same. The
Senate hill creates such an official. At
the same time as it establishes the Prus-
sian militarists’ device, the Senate bill
destroys the inherently American and
war-proven Joint Chiefs of Staff by rele-
gating that agency to a secondary level
in the pyramid of militaristic bureauc-
racy created by the proposed act.

The creation of a supreme Chief of
Staff and the destruction of the Joint
Chiefs is accomplished by a simple but
effective means: The “Joint Chiefs are
no longer to be the principal military
advisers” to the President—and Secre-
tary of Defense. Instead, the new
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs is to be
the “principal adviser,” It was through
his position as principal adviser to the
Emperor that the chief of the German
Army's great general staffi was able to
dominate all German armed forces.

This is the system responsible for dis-
astrous German strategic errors. This
is the system the proposed bill has copied
from defeated enemies. This is the sys-
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tem that the proposed bill will impose
on our Nation.

The ability of such a system to cir-
cumvent any restraint is well known to
military historians. But at the least if
the words are to be placed in the law,
we should provide some protection, some
provision to keep free from the evils of a
supreme staff. The chairman, if there
must be one, must clearly be made a pro-
cedural chairman only. And even more
important, the Joint Chiefs and the Joint
Staff must be clearly forbidden to engage
in operations or administration. The
duties of the Joint Staff must be solely
those of planning and advice.

I am unable to understand how the
majority leadership of both the House
and the Senate can so casually view the
attempt to destroy the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, particularly in view of the fact that
that agency was created by the late
President Roosevelt for the purpose of
giving our Nation the most efficient and
appropriate device for top-level direc-
tion of our armed forces. What a trick
of fate it would be for his own party
to junk that which Roosevelt created to
direct the battle against our enemies,
and then substitute in its place a Prus-
sian-type supreme general staff, care-
fully copied from the model of our ene-
mies who sought our destruction. How
can we expect to remain great when we
insist on copying our enemies who lost?
Enemies whose organization carried the
seeds of their own destruction.

Another major objective of the 1946
Collins plan for unification was the de-
struction of the United States Marine
Corps. The means for accomplishing
this objective was also provided for in
the administration draft of the National
Security Act of 1947. You may recall
that this House, following its traditional
policy of protecting the Marine Corps
from those who seek to destroy it, in-
sisted on including protection for Marine
Corps by assigning definite basic func-
tions to the Marines, as well as other
services, in the Security Act. The War
Department General Staff has long
sought to destroy the Marines as a fight-
ing force. The standards of military
proficiency and economy set by the Ma~-
rines have long been a source of em-
barrassment to the Army General Staff.
The enemies of the Marine Corps did not
let the provisions of the Security Act
distract them from their objective, Just
as the currently proposed legislation
would establish the national General
Staff sought in the original Collins bill,
so would it provide the means by which
the Marine Corps would be destroyed.

The proposed administration bill per-
mits the Secretary of Defense to trans-
fer all but “combatant functions” as-
signed in the 1947 Security Act. This
means that in spite of the determination
of this House to protect the Marines in
the Security Act of 1947, the leathernecks
could, by mere administrative directive,
be shorn of their amphibious develop-
ment and training functions. It is even
doubtful if they could retain their fleet
marine forces as specified in the law, as
the Secretary of Defense could contend
that the provisions of law relating to or-
ganization of units were not technically
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a “combatant function.” When we re-
alize that the present chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Eisen-
hower, is on record as urging that the
Marines be reduced to small and lightly
armed units and that they no longer be
permitted to be a force of combined
arms—meaning no tanks, close support-
ing air units, and probably no artillery—
we can well imagine how long the Marine
Corps would last if this House should
pass the proposed bill in its present form.
When we recall that it was but a few
weeks ago that, were it not for present
law and the efforts of the chairman of
the House Armed Services Committee,
Secretary of Defense Johnson, accord-
ing to reliable sources, would have com-
menced the dismemberment of the Ma-
rines by taking away their vitally needed
close support aircraft, we can again re-
alize the importance of retaining the
present statutory protection of the Ma-
rine Corps. Nor does the Senate amend-
ment against unit transfer between serv-
ices provide adeguate protection for the
Marines. While closing one door against
direct attack, the bill is loaded with in-
direct means by which the Marine Corps
can be destroyed by administrative proc-
ess. Officers of the Marine Corps who
have not knuckled under the gag rule that
still exists are frank to say that the bill
greatly strengthens the hands of those
who have long sought to destroy the
Corps.

Let us be honest with ourselves. Pas-
sage of the proposed bill in the Senate
form may be the death knell of the Ma-
rine Corps.

Those who are pressing for quick rub-
ber-stamp passage of the new unifica-
tion law promise savings of hundreds of
millions—even billions—if we pass this
law. That was the promise of everyone
who appeared before the House Expend-
itures Committee in favor of the Na-
tional Security Act of 1947.

I am as interested as anyone in cut-
ting Government costs. Yet I will never
consent to establishment of a Prussian-
type supreme general staff, destruction
of the Marines and naval aviation, as
well as further creation of a super-Sec-
retary of Defense, with virtually unlim-
ited power at the head of a burgeoning
military bureaucracy—in return for the
mere promise of economy.

To those who advocate the proposed
bill, let us tell them to itemize those
economy measures that cannot be taken
without the extreme powers in this bill.
Let them tell us exactly what they in-
tend to do to effect economies. That is
the businesslike way to do it. No busi-
nessman would buy a “pig in the poke”
reorganization of his business. He would
say, “Lay out your proposal. Lef me see
where and how you will save money.”

We tried to determine similar facts
during consideration of the 1947 unifica-
tion law. All we ever got were generali-
ties. But then we accepted those gener-
alities and the committee, with protec-
tive amendments for the Marine Corps

“and naval air, reported out the bill and

the House passed it.

Now the administration and the Pen-
tagon want a new hill, with more power.
The same old sweet song is being sung
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about promised economies. Let us tell
them to turn the record off and give us
the facts—if any.

The establishment of a supreme gen-
eral staff, the destruction of the Marine
Corps and naval aviation, and extended
military control of national manpower
and industry have long been goals of a
powerful faction of our War Depart-
ment General Staff. Congress refused
to give these things to our military when
we rejected the original Collins plan.
Paradoxically, we are now in the midst
of being pressured into giving the gen-
eral staff those same powers on an in-
stallment plan basis.

The Congress thought it was passing
a good bill in the National Security Act
of 1847. It thought that the military was
dealing with us in good faith, that they
meant what they said when they told us
that it would be a good law and that they
would make it work.

Instead, we find that we were booby-
trapped. We merely, in their eyes, gave
them the legal foundation from which
they could build, by amendment, their
structure of military power. We found
out that, when they said they were not
pressing their objectives “for the mo-
ment,” that was eXxactly what they
meant. They are doing it now.

All these things involving a supreme
general staff, destruction of the Marine
Corps, as well as naval power, and the
expansion of military control over social
and economic affairs, are but the outward
manifestations of adherence to Prussian
philosophies by those who seek these
objectives.

It is high time that Congress let it be
known that we will not be meek wielders
of a rubber stamp for the military. It
is time that we tell those who worship
at the altar of Prussianism that they
must reacquaint themselves with the
virtues and inherent goodness and
strength of those things which are Ameri-
can and in harmony with our constitu-
tional way of life.

We who have triumphed over Prus-
sianism do not have to rely on its evils
and weaknesses. Let us adhere to the
constitutional way, which has given us
prosperity, happiness, and security.

RURAL TELEPHONE SERVICE

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 2960) to amend the
Rural Electrification Act to provide for
rural telephones, and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to. -

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H. R. 2960, with
Mr. Price in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill,

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
Coorey] is recognized for 1 hour, and
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Horgl
for 1 hour.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 5 minutes,
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Mr. Chairman, I shall be very brief. I
am going to rely upon the author of the
bill, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Poace], to discuss the details of the pend-
ing measure. I do, however, want to say
that this bill was reported by the House
Committee on Agriculture by a very sub-
stantial majority; in fact, I do not recall
that there was any opposition to the bill.
I think everyone appreciates the neces-
sity for this legislation. The evidence
before our committee clearly indicates
that there is a desperate need for rural
telephones; the evidence further clearly
indicates that private operating com-
panies prefer to extend their facilities
in highly populated areas and that they
are not making too much progress in the
rural sections of the Nation. I wish to
say in that connection, however, that I
believe the telephone company operating
in my area, the Carolina Telephone &
Telegraph Co., has made perhaps the best
record in developing rural telephones of
any company in America, and that com-
pany has rendered excellent service. It
is easy for us to understand and fo ap-
preciate the importance of rural tele-
phone service when, as has been pointed
out by a former speaker, we have a des-
perate shortage of rural doctors and we
have not yet developed rural roads t.
the extent that they should be developed
in this country. A rural telephone is a
great comfort and satisfaction to rural
people; it is almost a necessity. If you
could visualize some person living per-
haps 15 to 20 miles away from a doctor's
office or from a law enforcement officer,
being faced with an emergency and per-
haps not even having adequate trans-
portation to go to a doctor's office or a
sheriff’s office in event of emergency, you
could then appreciate just how helpful
it would be for him to have the use of a
telephone. If you could look at the rec-
ord which we have here showing the
situation in the rural areas, I think you
would be impressed with the fact that
very slow progress has been made in ex-
tending rural lines. As was pointed out
a moment ago, even in the State of Penn-
sylvania in 1928, 43.5 percent of the rural
homes had telephones. That percentage
dwindled until in 1940 it was only 32.2
percent. They made some progress be-
tween 1940 and 1945 and now it is 40.4
percent; but in the State of North Caro-
lina where I say great progress has been
made in my section, the fact remains that
in 1945 we had a total of only 14,539 tele-
phones, or 5 percent of telephones in
rural homes. Most of us know that
unless we encourage the building of these
rural lines they will not be built.

Some complaint has been made about
the rate of interest at which these loans
may be made and some reference has
also been made to the rate of interest
now paid by private companies. The
fact is that private operating companies
are eligible for loans under this bill and
they are eligible for loans at exactly the
same interest rate that is given to the
cooperatives.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Does the gen-
tleman think the Government should
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lend money to anyone from now on out
at an interest rate below the cost of
borrowing?

Mr. COOLEY. No; but I think the
gentleman’s suggestion of 3 percent is
perhaps too high.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I said 35 per-
cent. The Government is paying 3%
percent.

Mr. COOLEY. Two and one-half per-
cent would be perhaps nearer right than
three and one-half percent. We have to
offer some inducement to the private
companies or these lines will not be built.
They will have to feel the pressure of the
Federal Government and we will have to
make them realize that unless they do
build these lines the Government intends
to build them.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. PATMAN. The going rate of in-
terest, the average rate, paid by the Gov-
ernment is less than 24 percent.

Mr. COOLEY. I think the gentleman
is right, and, in my opinion, 2% percent
would be as high as we should make the
interest rate.

Mr. PATMAN. The average rate paid
by the Government on the national debt
of $252,000,000,000 is less than 214 per-
cent.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois, What is the
interest rate we are paying on the bonds
that are being sold now?

Mr. PATMAN. That is only a small
part of the debt.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Right now the
Government is attempting to sell bonds
at 312 percent.

Mr. PATMAN. The average interest
rate is less than 214 percent. The Gov-
ernment can borrow plenty of money at
that rate.

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. What the
Government is paying now has nothing
to do with it.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY.
man from Texas.

Mr. POAGE. The average interest
rate paid by the United States Govern-
ment for the last fiscal year was 2.182
percent. As the gentleman says, that is
less than 2% percent.

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. SHORT. If the existing lines are
extended and additional feeder lines are
built, and we have more telephones
throughout the country, is it not reason-
able to suppose that the earnings of the
main lines should really be increased?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from North Carolina nas ex-
pired.

Mr, COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself three additional minutes.

Mr. Chairman, replying to the gentle-
man from Missouri, I think he is correct.
The more rural telephones you have the
more long distance calls you will have
and more revenue will come into the
hands of the private companies.

Mr. CRAWFCRD. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

I yield to the gentle-
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Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Texas has pointed out
that the interest rate during the last
year was 2.182, We must remember,
and we must bear in mind, that the
Treasury is continually advancing the
interest rate. There is no doubt about
that. Anyone can ascertain that fact
by going to the telephone and calling up.
The short-term private rates are going
up constantly. Your long-term rates
are going up constantly. Furthermore,
it is well known that the overwhelming
percentage of the present $252,000,-
000,000 debt, and I am talking about
marketable securities, was financed on
short-term paper which continually
presents to the Treasury a roll-over
problem. That creates a situation where
we are more or less raking the financial
markets in order to meet the needs of
tie Treasury. As you move into the
deficit financing period, look what we
are up against:. How can any Member
stand on this floor and justify a rate of
interest below the cost of interest to the
Federal Treasury? That is the only
question I am interested in here. I want
the people who borrow the money from

the Federal Government to pay at least-

the cost to the Federal Government, and
I think when they do that, you are get-
ting along on fairly reasonable grounds,
and I think the gentleman from Illinois
was arguing that proposition.

Mr. COOLEY. If it is 2% percent,
would the gentleman be willing for that
provision to be inserted in the bill rather
than 314 percent?

Mr. CRAWFORD, Well, I did not
know that 3% percent was in the bill
I thought it was 2 percent.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from North Carolina has ex-
pired.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself five additional minutes.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield, what is the rate
in the bill now, 2 percent?

Mr. COOLEY. It will be 2 percent, but
the gentleman from Illinois suggested
314 percent, and I suggested that it cer-
tainly ought not to be more than 2%
or 24 percent.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. PATMAN. Under the so-called
easy financing by the Federal Reserve,
the interest rates are going down and
not up, and I think if you put 214 percent
in here it will certainly cover the cost to
the Government.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield? 3

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. POAGE. The Department of Pub-
lic Debt does not pay even 2Y percent.
The Department of Public Debt only paid
last year 1.781 percent and that, of course,
is the fund from which this will be fi-
nanced, and that is considerably less
than 2% percent.

Mr. COOLEY. It is a fact that the
rural electrification loans are made at 2
percent. :
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Mr. POAGE. That is right.

Mr. COOLEY. Isthere any reason why
we should not make the rural telephone
rates at the same rate as the rural elec-
trification rate?

Mr. POAGE. It seems to me that it is
er?iuently fair to put out the same yard-
stick.

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. HARVEY. I would like to make
this observation out of my own personal
experience, which is that the interest rate
at any reasonable figure is not so much
o point of controversy as is the length of
time for which you can get the money.
We could not afford to borrow $20,000 for
our little company, because the best we
could get would be a 5-year note, and
that obviously might throw us into a very
inconvenient time to renew it. So it is
the length of time for which you can get
a loan and not the rate of interest, and
I think that is of primary concern to
these small companies that will be want-
ing to borrow money.

Mr. COOLEY. Ithank the gentleman,
I would like to call attention to this one
provision in the bill in which we give to
the private companies the exclusive right
for the first 6 months to obtain these
loans and to build these lines, and no
farmer-owned or controlled cooperative
not now engaged in the business will even
be eligible to file an application for the
first 6 months. Now, if we give the com-
panies 6 months to indicate their will-
ingness to build these lines and to indi-
cate that willingness by making an appli-
cation, we are giving them an exclusive
right to operate in this field of rural tele-
phone building. That is clearly written
into the bill. Actually one member of
our committee in reading and consider-
ing that provision said, “Why, this is a
bill to aid the private telephone com-
panies now engaged in business,” and
that is practically what it is intended to
do. Itis intended that we, by this provi-
sion, encourage existing telephone com-
panies to build these lines and to operate
them under the free-enterprise system
separate and apart from any control by
the Government.

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Georgia.

Mr. PACE. The truth of the matter is
that what the committee wants is tele-
phones for the farm people. It would
prefer that they be constructed by pri-
vate industry, but if private industry is
unable or unwilling to do so, then the
bill provides other means of aceomplish-
ing that end.

Mr. COOLEY. I think the gentleman
is exactly right.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from North Carolina has
expired.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from North
Dakota [Mr. BUurDICK].

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Chairman, there
is no place for prejudice in national leg-
islation. Yet this rural telephone bill,
H, R. 2960, comes before the House with
many deep prejudices,r Because the
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Dixiecrats want this bill, there are those
who, disliking the independence of these
southerners, have remarked that they
would oppose the bill. I do not intend to
mix up in this Dixie-Democrat fight, but
I hope to be able to see straight and vote
straight. Maybe the Dixiecrats should be
punished—I do not pretend to know—
but if regular Demoerats intend to use
their votes to get even with them on this
bill, it is a grave mistake.

We have no right to punish the people
in order to get even with their repre-
sentatives. I certainly find very little
fault with independence. I have myself,
in a small degree, exercised that privilege
in this House. I do not see eye to eye
with my Republican brethren on many
questions and I have been accused of be-
ing a black sheep in the herd, but if that
charge is true it is only because I do not
agree with the principle involved. It is
not that I do not hold all Republican
Members in the highest esteem. I know
that they represent the interests of the
people who sent them here, just as I
represent the voters of my State who sent
me. I have never questioned any Mem-
ber about his vote because I take it for
granted that a Member knows his own
people best.

On this telephone bill these black sheep
of the Democratic Party have a perfeet
right to their independence for so long
as they reflect the wishes of their sup-
porters.

The principle involved and not any
“black sheep issue” should be the con-
sideration on this measure.

I am for this bill regardless of who
may be against it.. The great majority
of the Republicans may be against it, but
that does not mean they are right. All
this bill does is to provide funds so that
existing rural lines may be modernized
and new ones builf, to the end that rural
telephones shall be available to the
people in the rural areas. The Govern-
ment does not go into the telephone busi-
ness. The Government merely extends
credit over a period of years at low in-
terest charges, but whatever is built is,
and will be owned by the local people
themselves.

No presently existing telephone or-
ganization will be put out of business as
some suggest. Every local organization
has a preference for 6 months to avail it-
self of the same benefits that are given
to a new local line. Many of them are
run down and about to disintegrate, and
this credit will enable them to rebuild
and extend their lines. Where there
have been no lines before, this bill will
make it possible for farmers to organize
and build new lines. Large operators like
the Bell System cannot complain, be-
cause in practically all cases this com-
pany would ignore outlying farmer's
lines and leave the communities without
phones. At present there are probably
not more than 40 percent of rural people
who have working phones, so there is a
large field to be covered. Rural electrifi-
cation lines are going in and since these
same poles can he used for telephone
wires the rural telephone lines are better
than half built at the start.

If this bill would put out of business a
single rural line, T would not be for it.
But this bill does nothing of the kind.
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It will strengthen every local line in the
United States, because those lines can be
modernized and extended by the aid of
long-time money loans and low-interest
rates.

The telephone in outlying areas of
rural America is more of a necessity than
a phone in the cities as far as health,
market news, and machine repairs are
concerned. Sickness in a family 20 miles
from a phone is a serious matter. A
broken cogwheel on a combine 50 miles
from town is a handicap that no farmer
should be called upon to overcome. Re-
ports of market conditions should also be
immediately available to farmers. They
do have some radios but any 15-minute
period missed on the radio means no
news, while a telephone call to the local
markets at any time will bring the de-
sired information.

This bill will be branded as another
communistic scheme—it will be called
more regimentation of the farmers, but
in truth and in fact neither is contained
in the bill. Some will object to the meas-
ure because it will cost too much. Re-
member, however, we are not giving the
farmers anything—we will get the money
back. If this were a bill to cover Europe
with local telephone lines and cost sev-
eral billion, it would go through with a
whoop, because we seem to take better
care of the people in other countries than
we do our own. Remember, also, that
money to Europe is a gift—a total loss.
When I hear this great economy howl
and know it comes from those who sit
here and vote for every foreign appro-
priation that so frequently finds its way
into this House, I cannot understand the
logic. In this bill we are helping the
people of the United States, and espe-
cially those isolated farm families to
make their own homes places where the
family can live and be the equal of any
other family in America; we are making
it more difficult for communism to ger-
minate in this country.

Actually then, this bill, instead of being
a proposal to further communism, is de-
signed to prevent this “ism” from taking
root in this country.

Instead of giving away billions to Eu-
rope and other foreign areas, let us loan
a few billion, if necessary, to maintain
one country in the world where democ-
racy is safe,

This is a fight between a giant monop-
oly on one side and two-thirds of the
rural people of the United States on the
other. Because of an exclusive franchise
granted the Bell Telephone System years
ago, this company—by 1893 when the
franchise expired—had gathered in the
principal luecrative telephone business of
the country and today operates 82 per-
cent of all telephones. Rates are high
and in some sections it costs more to
have a telephone than it does for elec-
tricity for light, heat, and labor-saving
appliances in homes.

In 1876 when the Bell System was
granted a monopoly on the business,
there were 2,593 stations but by the time
this monopoly expired in 1893 this num-
ber had grown to 266,431.

A report by the Federal Communica-
tions Commission says:

The Bell Telephone System developed his-
torically into its present position of domi-
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nance in the communication fleld; first,
through the protection of the patent laws
which made it an exclusive monopoly to 1893;
second, by expansion of properties in the
territories preempted during the period of
exclusive monopoly; and third, by the process
of acquisition of independent properties and
companies. Although there are a large num-
ber of independent companies in operation
at the present time, they control but a small
segment of the telephone business in the
country,

Thus the 26 associated Bell companles own
and operate 82 percent of the Natlon's tele-
phones, while 6,200 independent companies
and 50,000 to 60,000 mutual systems and
lines own the remaining 18 percent or about
6,800,000,

* * * Following the release of Bell
patents in 1893, numerous enterprising in-
dividuals and groups organized small com-
panies to serve larger towns and some smaller
towns, with occasional lines into rural areas.
However, no attention was glven to pro-
viding rural service except to the more popu-
lous suburban areas. Thus, it became nec-
essary for farmers and other rural people to
organize cooperative and mutual systems in
order to obtain telephone service. This was
true generally, even in many of the most
wealthy farm areas throughout the Eastern
and Midwestern States. Today, thousands
of small systems and lines, some of which
serve only a few stations, are maintained by
groups of farmers and other rural people on
a mutual basis without any substantial or-
ganization and with a minimum of financial
resources. Most or all of these mutual sys-
tems and lines are interconnected with the
Bell Bystem, with varying switching charges
and arrangements concerning toll revenue.

In addition to the 82 percent of the in-
dustry that is controlled directly by the
associated Bell companies, a substantial
number of the larger independent companies
are controlled by Bell through stock owner-
ship and otherwise.

The farm telephone situation in North
Dakota today is a disgrace to the indus-
trial inventiveness and modern-day
achievements of this country. Despite
the tremendous need farmers of the
State have for telephone service, barely
a third of the farms have telephones of
any kind. Even more distressing, how-
ever, is the poor and unreliable service
those farmers who do have phones, must
put up with.

There are a few sections, of course,
where farmers are able to enjoy tele-
phone service comparable to that found
in town. But this is the exception rather
than the rule.

The problem is not that the farmers
of North Dakota and other States do not
want or do not need telephones. As a
matter of fact, what progress has been
made in my State is directly the result
of the work by farmers themselves. More
than 30 years ago they began to work for
telephones and ended up having to build
their own lines through their own mutual
systems, But while they made a start,
these rural systems for the most part
have not been able to keep up with prog-
ress in the telephone industry. They
simply did not have, and do not have, the
capital with which to modernize.

Up to now there has been no solution
to the problem. For example, I know
of farmers who have tried to give their
mutual systems free to the larger tele-
phone company serving the nearby
towns. These offers were met with re-
buffs—which demonstrates full well that,
despite what they say, the big telephone
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companies are not extending service to
the farmers of North Dakota,

The situation in North Dakota shows
the need for a telephone program, and
it is the same throughout America. Low-
cost financing of the kind provided in
this bill is the solution for helping the
farmer’s mutuals and independents do
a real job of extending and improving
telephone service to their patrons.

When any measure comes up in this
Congress or in a State legislature that is
designed to help the great majority of
the people of the country the stock argu-
ment is that the measure means more
regimentation of the people, that it in-
terferes with our way of life. I have
heard that argument many times in this
Congress and in the preceding Con-

-gresses of which I have been a Member.

It was heard during most of Jefferson’s
administration; it was heard during Lin-
coln’s administration when he issued
greenback currency; it was heard during
Theodore Roosevelt’s administration,
during Wilson’s administration; it was
heard with a vengeance in Franklin D,
Roosevelt's administration, and it is still
heard.

There was a time when common wagon
roads were privately owned, and to use
them the people had to pay a toll. When
the first public road in America was built
with Federal funds the debates show that
a great howl went up that the scheme
was socialistic and an interference with
our way of life. But Jefferson put the
measure up to Congress, and it passed,
and that marked the end of privately
owned wagon roads. Today we would be
highly incensed if we had to pay a toll
to travel on the highways. The Cum-
berland Road was this first public high-
way and stretched from Cumberland,
Md., into Ohio to open up western
areas to settlers—our first venture in
federalized highways.

When Jeflerson made the Louisiana
Purchase more howls went up, but when
that great empire was carved into free
lands for the people and the prairies and
valleys were settled and prosperous vil-
lages and cities appeared where there was
barreness before, that socialistic howl
subsided.

So it has been with every movement in
the United States which attempted to
serve the people. The Tennessee Valley
Authority was another enterprise that
even to this day is branded a socialistic
scheme and one that interferes with our
way of life. When, however, the yard-
stick of electricity charges reduced the
power bill of the people by $2,000,000,000,
there were very few of the voters in
America who wanted to dispense with
this service. The private power compa-
nies still say and print that this is an
interference with the American way of
life and they would wreck the whole
project at once if they could.

When private industry could not fur-
nish jobs for the people in 1934 and 1935,
the Government created work and the
people ate again., That was socialistic in
the highest sense of the word and some
people have not yet gotten over talking
about this great socialistic “scheme.”
The people, however, came through and
better days were ahead.
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" And now today, when farmers cannot
get phones to distant sections at all and
when they have to pay exorbitant rates
for the service furnished by the tele-
phone monopoly, more wails go up that
we are interfering with private business
and destroying the American way of life.
That isn't the way of the American peo-
ple, it is the way of life of the great
monopolists who see their profits dwin-
dling

I have always and do now take my
stand with the people and for the general
public good.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr, Chairman, the bill before us to-
day was reported out of the Committee
on Agriculture on' March 9, 1949. It
was reported after rather extensive hear-
ings by a subcommittee which went into
considerable detail. The hearings have
been available for your inspection for
more than 4 months.

After the subcommittee had finished,
it was considered for approximately 1
week by the full committee, and it was
reported by a unanimous vote of all the
members of the full committee. I un-
derstand certain Members may offer
amendments, but I want the membership
of this Commiftee to know that the com-
mittee which studied this matter and
heard the testimony was unanimous -in
feeling that we should pass this bill.

For approximately 4 months you have
had it available for consideration and
discussion. There should be a general
understanding of this bill, and I think
there is a general understanding of the
purposes of the bill. I do not believe it
is necessary for me to call attention to
the need for the bill. It has already
been pointed out that the percentage of
rural homes in America now enjoying
telephone service is smaller than it was
30 years ago. It has already been shown
that since 1935, when the Rural Elec-
trification Administration was first or-
ganized, there has been an increase of
more than 750 percent in rural homes
that enjoy electrification. During the
same period of time the percentage of
rural homes that enjoy telephone serv-
ice has barely doubled.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield at that
point?

Mr. POAGE. 1 must yield to the gen-
tleman, but after I have yielded to him
I would like to complete my statement
before I yield further.

" Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s courtesy very
much.

I have been informed that there were
a million rural telephones put in since
1940. Does the gentleman disagree with
that figure?

Mr. POAGE. Those figures were given
to the subcommittee and to the commit-
tee, and I am not going to disagree with
them, although ‘there have been other
figures given to the committee to show
that there were only something like that
number of poles put in by the Bell Tel-
ephone Co. during the same period of
time. That would mean that there could
be but one pole to the telephone and if
they got very far out into the country
they certainly could not have connected
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that many people. They had to connect
them very close to the city limits if they
got one telephone to the pole. I am not
going to question these figures. Those
are the figures that were given. Buf the
figures with reference to the poleage
seem to me just as impressive. The fig-
ures I have quoted you are figures of the
United States Census Bureau. They are
not estimates of any telephone company
or the REA. I am giving you the figures
of the United States Census when I tell
you that in 1920 there were 38.7 percent
of the farms with telephones, and in
1945 there were only 31.8 percent of the
farms of America with telephones.

I do not think it necessary to discuss
the need. I think every one of us knows
the need. As a matter of fact, I recall
that 45 years ago I lived 30 miles from
the nearest railroad and we had a tele-
phone. Today that same house does not
have a telephone.

I call your attention to a copy of a let-
ter sent to me day before yesterday. It
is not from my own distriet but it is from
Henderson, Tex. It is dated May 23,
1949, and it is signed by W. T. Moore,
division manager, the Southwestern
States Telephone Co.

The letter reads:

We have your letter of May 21 together
with yours of April 8, which was returned
from Brownwood. It will be impossible at
this time to extend our lines to the Atoy
community. Our company has applications
for some 8,000 telephones, and most of these
are within the ecity limits of the towns In
which we operate; therefore, it will be nec-
essary that we take care of these applications
which will be quite a long procedure before

we can give consideration to extending our
lines into rural areas. -

It seems to me that that clearly ex-
presses the attitude of too many of the
telephone companies. It shows that the
company is interested first in the more
lucrative urban business.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman,
although I had hoped to be allowed to
complete my statement.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I was wondering
if there is any tinge of socialism in this
bill at all?

Mr. POAGE, I do not-think there is
anything socialistic in allowing the Gov-
ernment of the United States to advance
funds to private industry to provide the
people of America with needed service.
I think that only through following out
that policy can we avoid going all the
way toward socialism. I think that we
avoided it for the great power companies
of America by the creation of REA; had
we not established REA, I think it is fair
to suggest that we probably would be
suffering from Government ownership of
all sources of power today. I think that
if we deny this credit to our people today
that we will probably find that the
demand for this service will result in com-
plete Government ownership of the tele-
phone system, and I say that advisedly.

Let me call the attention of the Com-
mittee members to the fact that the tele-
phone service is the most vulnerable of
all of our services from the standpoint
of public ownership, because it is the most
monopolistic; monopolistic both in na-
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ture and in practice. The greatest mo-
nopoly in this world, the largest corpo-
ration, is the American Telephone & Tel-
egraph Co. They serve 81 percent of the
telephones of America today, whereas
they serve but 18 percent of the terri-
tory. They serve the most profitable bus-
iness only. Any system, any company
which gets into the position of being a
monopoly is liable to the threat of public
ownership. Only by giving reasonably
adequate and cheap service can a pro-
gram such as the telephone program
avoid the threat of public ownership. As
one who believes in private ownership, T
have submitted this bill, because I believe
it is the best insurance that we can of-
fer against public ownership of the tele-
phone system. If we give to the people
of the rural areas, of the remote areas’
where service is not so good, if we give
them an adequate service at reasonable
prices through private ownership there
will be no demand for public ownership.
This bill proposes to make that credit
available to private concerns,

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Does not this bill
go beyond making credit available?

Mr. POAGE. No; this bill does not go
beyond making credit available.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. It permits coop-
eratives, does it not?

Mr. POAGE. Certainly it permits co-
operatives, in the sense that it does not
prohibit or create them. It offers loans
to either cooperatives, or to individuals
or to private corporations, but it offers
credit, nothing more.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio.
thing I want to know.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I must
decline to yield further. I hope fo ex-
plain the provisions of the bill, and I
believe I can save the time of the Com-
mittee if I decline to yield.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield? %

Mr., POAGE. No; Mr. Chairman, I
must again decline to yield.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman
from Texas declines to yield.

Mr, HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
make a point of order that a quorum is
not present.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, a point
of order: A Member has no right to in-
terrupt the speaker to make a point of
no quorum,

The CHAIRMAN. A point of no
quorum may be made at any time. :

Mr. RANKIN. The gentleman from
Texas did not yield for that point.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of no
quorum is in order at any time.

The gentleman from Ohio makes the
point of order that a quorum is not
present. The Chair will count. [After
counting,] One hundred and eight
Members are present, a quorum.

The gentleman from Texas will pro-
ceed.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I an-
nounce now that until I have answered
the questions that have already been
asked, it is not my purpose to yield fur-
ther. The gentleman from Ohio asked
if this bill did not go further than pro-
viding loans for telephone service. The
bill provides only that the Rural Elec-
trification Administration may make

That is some-
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loans to provide rural telephone service
on the same terms and conditions that
it now makes loans for the extension of
electric service, It does not authorize
the Government or any agency of the
Government to go into the telephone
business.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

Mr. POAGE. Mr, Chairman, I yield
myself two additional minutes.

It does not authorize anybody who is
not now authorized to do so to go into
the telephone business. It simply sets
the REA up as a bank similar to its ex-
istence at the present time for electric
service. It simply extends for telephone
service exactly the same banking service
we now have for electric facilities, but
it takes special care to see that those
now engaged in telephone service are
thoroughly protected.

First, it requires the Administrator to
make a finding, before he can make a
loan, that the loan will probably be paid.
I want you to get this because it is not
in the provisions for making electrical
loans. That finding has to be made and
it is appealable to the courts.” The Ad-
ministrator cannot make that finding if
there is reasonably good and adequate
service in the territory where the new
operation proposes to operate, because
you know and we all know as a practical
matter that you cannot go into a district
or into a territory where there is good
service and set up a competing telephone
service and hope to make it pay out.
You have to find some territory where
there is practically no service or where
the cervice is very inadequate if you hope
to pay it out. That is our first protec-
tion to the operator.

This bill specifically provides that for
the first 6 months of its operation no
one except an existing telephone opera-
tor who is now giving rural service may
even apply for a loan. Is that social-
istic? Is that trying to put the Govern-
ment in business when you say that no-
body but the existing telephone opera-
tor may even apply for a loan in the first
6 months? After that period of time
we provide that the existing operator
has preference. He is given the first
preference and this preference is ex-
pressed in words just exactly like the
telephone people asked when they ap-
peared before the committee.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE. 1 yield to the gentleman.

Mr. YATES. How would such a 6-
months’ provision bear upon the ques-
tion of the organization of cooperatives
that may want to engage in this type of
business during the first 6 months of
the act?

Mr. POAGE. It would exclude them
for the first 6 months. It would exclude
the cooperatives. It would eXclude
everyone except the operator who is now
on the ground giving rural telephone
service.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has again ex-
pired.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself two additional minutes.

Mr. Chairman, it gives to the man who
is now furnishing service an absolute
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and exclusive monopoly for the first 6
months. He can look over his system,
survey it, see if it needs improvement,
and if it does, apply for a loan at a cheap
rate of interest. In that position he is
able to meet any and all opposition. Is
that socialistic or is that trying to protect
private industry that is already there?

Then there is a committee amendment
in the bill which provides that in any
State where the State law requires the
issuance of a certificate of convenience
and necessity by a State agency, that
such certificate must be issued before
the Administrator can consider a loan.
Is that socialistic?

Mr, Chairman, we are requiring con-

sideration of all of the factors that the

laws of any State in this Union require.
We protect you, and you, and you, in all
that your State requires. Instead of this
bill being branded as socialistic it seems
to me that it should be named, “A bill for
the protection of small independent tele-
phone operators who desire to extend
service to the rural areas.”

Frankly, those of us who suggested this
bill want to see the telephone service ex-
tended. We are not here quibbling about
how it is to be extended or who is to ex-
tend it. We want to put telephones out
there where there are none today.
they are not put out there the Govern-
ment is going to be called upon to put
them out there.

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. WAGNER. Would the gentleman
say that a telephone is more necessary
for a man’s well-being and his life than a
home?

Mr. POAGE. Than a home?

Mr. WAGNER. That is right.

Mr. POAGE. It might be more neces-
sary for his life in certain places, yes.
For his well-being, I would think not.

Mr. WAGNER. What is the opinion of
the gentleman as to whether or not the
housing bill is socialistic?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has again ex-
pired.

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Minne-
sota [Mr. O'HARA].

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, if I might have the attention
of the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Poace] the author of the bill, I should
like to ask him one or two questions
with reference to it. The provisions in
the bill as to those who are eligible for
loans includes, on line 24, public bodies.
May I ask the gentleman what was in-
tended by that term?

Mr. POAGE. It is intended to cover
the existing electric authorities that have
been created in about 14 States, under
State law, some of which have the au-
thority under existing State law to en-
gage in telephone service and some of
which do not. It is intended to cover
those, and I think actually there are
about 7 or 8, and frankly, there is con-
siderable dispute in some of the States
whether they have that authority or
whether they do not. But we know that
in some of the States they have the au-
thority under existing State law to en-
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gage in telephone service, and we hope
to cover them all, everybody who has the
authority to engage in telephone service.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota, Then the
provision would authorize other than pri-
vate companies and cooperatives to go
into the telephone business in those
States, particularly where they author-
ize the municipal bodies to operate them?

Mr. POAGE. That is right. If the
gentleman had had an opportunity to
hear me when I attempted to explain
the matter he would have understood—
but I am afraid there was considerable
discussion at the time. I tried to point
out very clearly that we were making
these loans available to anybody who
now has the authority under State law to
engage in the service.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Will the
gentleman permit me to ask him one
other question?

Mr. POAGE. Certainly.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Because
my independent companies have been
very concerned as to why the word “ac-
quisition” was put in in two places in the
bill. For instance, on page 4 it provides
for acquisition. Before the gentleman
answers the question, in no place in the
REA Act was there any such language
as “acquisition,” and I wondered why it
was necessary.

Mr. POAGE. The reason is that
under the REA Act we were dealing with
large power companies where it was not
necessary to acquire them to keep them
from losing all of their assets. Under
this bill we are dealing with 53,000 tele-
phone companies—at least they are
called companies. They are mainly mu-
tuals or cooperatives, but many are pri-
vately owned. We recognize that as
progress is made in the telephone busi-
ness many of them must go out of busi-
ness, and unless we make provision for
making loans to acquire their facilities,
they will get absolutely nothing for them.
It is to protect some of those 53,000 who
now have their investment in telephone
lines; about 50,000 of them have noth-
ing in the world except lines. We make
it so that they can sell out, if there is
an improved system established in the
community, so that that system can get
the money to acquire the existing facili-
ties without simply making those facili-
ties worthless.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. The gen-
tleman, as I gather from what he has just
answered me, says that the word “acqui-
sition” is for the benefit of those com-
panies that are in existence and is not
put in there as a promotion scheme, per-
haps, for some of the private promoters
to come out and organize these telephone
companies to run these independents out
of business.

Mr. POAGE. I assure the gentleman
that is the purpose. I assure the gentle-
man that nobody on the committee had
any intention or purpose that it might
be used as a promotion scheme. Of
course, we cannot guarantee that there
will not be some wolves in sheep's cloth-
ing, sometimes.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Let me
assure the gentleman that some of these
little independent companies, and be-
lieve me they are independent, are wor-
ried as to that very feature. They are
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very seriously worried. That is why I
wanted the distinguished gentleman to
give us the reason for and the purpose of
the word “acquisition.” My independent
people are very worried about it.

Mr. POAGE. I can assure the gentle-
man that is the reason for it.

Mr, HILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. CRAWFORD].

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
wish to devote this time to the discus-
sion of interest charges.

All Members have access to the daily
statement published by the Treasury De-~
partment. The one I have here is as of
July 1. It came to my desk this morn-
ing. It breaks down the $250,000,000,-
000 of interest-bearing debt into the
marketable issues, that is, the public
issues, the nonmarketable obligations,
which are made up mostly of the sav-
ings certificates, and the special issues,
where the funds of the Canal Zone, the
civil service, the Alaska Railroad, the
retirement fund, and such as that,
are invested, together with the social
security.

Listen to these figures. The mar-
ketable issues, which include all of the
short-term paper, which is very, very
heavy these days because the Treasury
finances on the basis of short-term
paper in order to participate in low-in-
terest rates, amount to $155,000,000,000.
On those you are paying an interest rate
of $2.001 percent. That includes all of
the marketable low-interest-rate paper,
some of it as low as 1.17 percent. There
is $11,000,000,000 of that. You are pay-
ing 1.22 percent on $29,000,000,000 and
2.31 percent on $110,000,000,000, but the
average of the marketable issues, total-
ing $155,000,000,000, is 2.001.

In your nonmarketable issues, which
include the savings certificates and the
investment series, you have a $62,000,-
000,000 investment, and the interest rate
on that is 2.182; in other words, 0.182
percent more than the 2 percent pro-
vided for in this bill. So here you are
proposing to lend money below the cost
of the interest to the Treasury.

On the special issues, where you have
your soclal-security funds, retirement
funds, and civil-service funds invested,
you are paying an interest rate of 2.596.
You are moving up pretty close to the
2%, -percent interest rate. i

The average rate on the $250,000,000,-
000 of interest-bearing debt, which in-
cludes the marketable issues, the social-
security investment trust funds, and the
savings certificates, is 2.236 percent, or
nearly 2% percent.

Referring to another section of this
same statement, we find that the REA
at the present time owes the Treasury
$1,015,000,000. Those are the sums ad-
vanced by the Treasury to the REA.
The RFC, for instance, has had advanced
to it by the Treasury $1,856,000,000. If
those two agencies want money, they
simply go to the Treasury for it instead
of putting their issues out on the open
market. With respect to the so-called
free-and-easy-money-market policy es-
tablished by the open-market commit-
tee of the Federal Reserve System, only
a few days ago, that is any man's guess.
For instance, one of the members of the
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open-market committee made the ob-
servation the other day to the effect that
the statement made by the open-market
committee which was unanimous on the
part of the members of that committee,
can be interpreted by any member of
the open-market committee to mean
what any member of that committee
thinks it should mean under any possi-
ble conditions that may develop in the
future.

That is some of the financial market
rigging which I referred to the other
day. During the past several weeks our
Treasury Department and the Federal
Reserve Banking System have taken step
after step toward rigging the financial
markets of this country. In making
that statement I do not criticize either
the Treasury or the open-market com-
mittee or the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System. I simply point
out and wish to emphasize that your
financial markets all over the world, par-
ticularly in those countries tied in to
the Atlantic Pact are now so disturbed
and there are such enormous govern-
ment debts to be dealt with and so much
deficit financing that the so-called bank-
ing systems of the world spend a great
deal of time rigging the financial
markets.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
gentleman two additional minutes.

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield? :

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield.

Mr. MASON. I would like to have the
gentleman’s opinion on what the effect
will be on the market for United States
securities and the effect on interest rates
if we go into deficit financing, as it seems
we will.

Mr. CRAWFORD. The Treasury De-
partment has already planned to issue
the first $200,000,000 worth of new deficit
financing paper. About this we shall
know more when Secretary Snyder re-
turns from London. We are already
moving into the new period of deficit
financing. It is here. There are no ifs,
ands, or buts abou’ it. The consequences
of all this are that the long-term bonds
are advancing and the interest rate is
declining.

As the market on the bonds advances,
the interest rate automatically declines.
Holding institutions of these marketable
issues, if they go out today to buy these
long-term bonds, pay an up and up and
up price. So, having bought those bonds
at an increased price, the interest return
on the investment is naturally declin-
ing, That is what the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Patman] meant when he
spoke about the interest rates going
down. This is a rigged market designed
to head off the depression which many
people say is coming. The Treasury and
the Federal Reserve Board and the open
market committee does that specifically.
That is a rigging of financial markets,
but at any moment a boom might begin
to take place and the open market com-
mittee can change its course, as I pointed
out a moment ago, and interest rates
can very suddenly go up. They can go
up at any time within 30 or 60 or 90 days
when the Treasury Department puts out

JuLy 12

a new issue of short-term paper. We
should have this debt of ours financed
with long-term paper, so that the market
would not be continually disturbed. So,
certainly, we should have in this bill an
interest rate which covers the cost to the
Treasury.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 7
minutes to the gentleman from Nebraska
[Mr. O'SuLLIVAN].

Mr. O'SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, I
took a somewhat active interest in this
matter when this bill was before the sub-
committee on Agriculture of which the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Poacel is
chairman. It was my thought after
reading the bill and giving it some con-
sideration that it was a perfectly good
and proper bill and I am of that same
opinion still. I surely hope that no sec-
tionalism will be involved in the vote here
today on this splendid bhill. This is a
bill which should be passed. It is a bill
which will not hurt anyone except pos-
sibly some bankers and suppliers of tele-
phone materials and equipment. In sup-
port of these contentions I state that this
situation developed in the hearings. I
asked a great many questions during the
taking of testimony. I could not under-
stand why any telephone company, any
existing, decent company, whether pri-
vately owned or cooperative, could oh-
Ject to or be against this bill. We all
know that there should be more rural
telephones. We all know that if these
companies are required to put in rural
lines to supply the people with telephone
service in rural and neglected areas, that
it will be a losing proposition for some
years. So, to make it attractive, and so
that those companies would not lose too
much money at first, we seek to institute
this program of a long-term loan, cover-
ing 35 years, with a 2 percent interest
charge. They cannot afford to develop
those areas without this legislation.

This money can be borrowed by any
existing company from REA. These ex-
isting companies have an exclusive
monopoly to do this developing for the
first 6 months. Yet I have found that
many people appeared befpre this com-
mittee, good businessmen, and resisted
this legislation to the utmeost—to the
last legislative ditch, so to speak. They
said they did not need any 2 percent
money. They said they did not need any
35-year loan, and they admitted that
they could borrow money under this bill
on the above-mentioned terms but they
did not want to go through the REA.
They wanted to run it through the FHA
I guess for the benefit of the bankers,
and have the loan guaranteed by the
Government.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, O'SULLIVAN. I yield.

Mr, POAGE. Did not the same group
of people tell us that the average rate
paid on loans by independent telephone
companies today was in excess of 7
percent?

Mr,. O’'SULLIVAN. That is correct.

Mr. POAGE. With each telephone
valued at $200, that would be $14 a year.
That is more than a dollar a month for
each subscriber.

Mr, O'SULLIVAN. Yes.
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Mr. POAGE. If they got this new

money at 2 percent they could cut their

* rate by nearly a dollar a month and still
make as much money as they are making
now.

Mr. O'SULLIVAN. Yes, that isright.

I want to call the attention of the com-
mittee particularly to the testimony on
page 171 of the hearings. I had the fol-
lowing colloquy with Mr. Widen, who ap-
peared as a witness before the com-
mittee:

Mr. O'SurLLIvAN. Men are fighting to get
loans at the lowest rate of interest possible.
Your company has stockholders, and the
stockholders are interested in different kinds
of returns, including dividends. They are in-
terested in seeing this country run along the
lines of economy. If, as far as your future
development is concerned, in these so-called
blighted areas where it is too expensive to do
this work, it might be helpful if you could
get 2 percent money on a long-term basis so
that in the long pull, we will say 30 years from
now, it might develop into paying business,
then you should support this bill.

Mr, WimEN. The testimony I have heard
has indicated that it may be possible to ar-
range for such 2-percent money and still let
the telephone industry go ahead and take
care of the telephone business.

Mr. O'SurLLvan. I think it is agreed that,
with perhaps one or two exceptions, no one
in this Congress would want to have this
Government control or harass you or give you
any governmental interference. But when
the Congress is trying to be helpful to you,
trying to see that these blighted areas get
telephone service, and to help you do it by
providing for an arrangement to use the
power lines and other equipment of REA on
2-percent money, that Is not kicking you in
the pants. That is helping you.

So it goes, on and on, and I recommend
that you read these hearings carefully.
This man had the audacity to say that he
did not want 2-percent money for his
stockholders. He wanted to pay a larger
rate of interest and he wanted these loans
channeled through the FHA so that as I
said before that possibly the banks would
get a cut out of it. The whole thing is so
patently plain that what they want is not
economy, but they want to take care of
their own little business cliques and take
their own sweet time in giving neglected
rural areas relief.

Furthermore, you will find from read-
ing the hearings that by inference it
appears, that the bankers are against
this; they want their cut out of it. The
suppliers who furnish telephone equip-
ment and material want their cut out
of it, and if they went to REA they would
not get it. It is just plain free-enterprise
selfishness. These men are not working
in the best interests of their stockholders;
they are cutting down dividends to give
some preferred group or groups a chance
to make some money out of their expan-
sion programs in rural areas.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. O'SULLIVAN. I yield.

Mr. YATES. Are not the references
to the group about whom you are speak-
ing covered in section 201 of the bill?
On what basis does the bill seek to give
preference to persons providing tele-
phone service in rural areas, and to pub-
lic bodies, cooperative, nonprofit, limited-
dividend, or mutual associations? They
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are already in the field; for what reason
should that preference be given?

Mr. O'SULLIVAN. I do not know
whether you have selected the proper
section or not which relates to these
preference groups but those who have
existing telephone lines and facilities are
given a 6 months' preference under this
law. This was done as a matter of com-
mon justice and also just to satisfy these
people who have built up and made the
telephone business what it is today,
and who have the over-all know-how.
It was the thought of the committee and
the drafters and sponsors of the bill to
give these people a preference because
they have the know-how and let them
have, not an everlasting preference, but
a 6 months’ preference to start to do the
Job of extending their present lines and
facilities into neglected rural areas which
we find throughout our country, and if
they—this preferred group—do not act
within that time, then others may step
in and do the work. We thought that
they should have such a 6 months’
preference.

I hope that this bill will find a place
in the law of the land and urge all to
support its passage.

Mr, HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield B
minutes to the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr, HuLL].

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, when the
rural mail service was first established,
more than half a century ago, it was
regarded with great hostility as a scheme
which would prove unworkable, & most
costly experiment which would prove to
be impracticable as well as expensive.
Even the relatively few advocates of such
a mail system were doubtful of its suc-
cess on a wide scale. Dire predictions
were made as to the ultimate conse-
quences to the Nation even if it proved
to be as favorable an innovation as only
a few thought it might be.

But now the large part of the agricul-
tural area is served by such a rural free
mail delivery system, which continues
to be extended and expanded from year
to year. After 50 years the system still
is incomplete as further surveys are be-
ing made to bring the service to the door
of every farm home.

The benefits of the rural mail service
have been so great that nobody now
questions its value to town and country
alike. Even the hostile objections which
seemed so apparent in the pioneer days
of the rural mail service have been for-
gotten. Farm methods and farm life
have been vastly improved in that half
century, and even now rural mail service
lags in spots in spite of the progress made.
Nobody advocates curtailment or aboli-
tion of the system.

When, but little more than a decade
ago, rural electrification was proposed
to take the modern elecirical devices to
the farm homes of our country, the pro-
posal met with the same form of doubt
and objection as were at first raised to
the rural mail service. Taking electric
light and power to the millions of farms
without such service had been limited,
and only Government assistance and
long-term financing made REA possible,
It has proved a wise form of Government
aid. Now more than two-thirds of the
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farms of the country have become elec-
trified. Along with an enormous expan-
sion of REA there has been extension of
private utility lines to thousands of farms.
REA not only became a successful sys-
tem of its own, but it soon demonstrated
to public utilities that the farms could
and should be profitably supplied with
electric service.

And the REA is paying out. The Gov-
ernment has lost little if any of the
financial aid it has extended. So great
has REA become that it has benefited
the thousands of rural cooperators, but
urban as well as country life has been
vastly improved by this particular form
of Government assistance. Great gen-
erating plants which could not have been
possible through public utility financing
furnish the electric current for millions
of farms and in some instances to the
public utilities which, in some areas,
have been unable to expand their facili-
ties to meet the demand.

Now comes this bill H. R. 2960 from
the Committee on Agriculture authoriz-
ing the Rural Electrification Admin-
istration to make loans for the expan-
sion and improvement of rural telephone
service. It would provide the same sys=
tem, the same terms and conditions
which REA has employed in making
loans for farm electrification. :

There are approximately 178,000
farms in Wisconsin. In a great dairy
State with thousands of small farms, if
might be supposed that telephonic com-
munication with farm homes would be
almost universal.

Such is not the case, In 1945, when
the last census of such telephones was
taken, only 86,107 farms had any kind
of telephone connections. There were
91,638 farms wholly without telephone
service. In the census of 1920, 59 per-
cent of the farms were connected with
some kind of telephone system. In
1945, that percentage had dropped to
about 45 percent. No other facts are
necessary to establish that there is an
urgent demand for a Federal policy
which will prove sufficient for an im-
mense purpose,

The bill before us is intended for the
benefit of existing telephone systems as
well as cooperative endeavors, for pri-
vately owned and controlled systems
as well as newly organized associations.
Amendments to the measure insure that
there will be no duplication of telephone
systems, but Wisconsin, by law enacted
over 40 years ago, stopped such duplica-
tion by requiring that its public-utility
commission should have complete juris-
diction over all applications for new
utility systems. The present measure
specifically would prevent that form of
competition with existing lines.

Those who insist that the loans made
for the purpose of the bill should bear
a higher rate of interest might bear in
mind that our Government, by the au-
thorization of Congress, has loaned bil-
lions to foreign countries at less than 1
percent interest, with little or no assur-
ance that either principal or interest will
ever be paid. It would not be wise to
foreshadow failure of rural telephone
lines by imposing a much higher rate
than now is being paid by REA.
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I heartily favor the enactment of this
measure. It is another step for a bet-
ter farm life and better farming facili-
ties. Its need is apparent and the en-
actment should be made.

Mr, FUGATE., Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. FUGATE. Mr. Chairman, I am
supporting H. R. 2960. This is a bill to
amend the Rural Electrification Act of
1936, The purpose of this bill is to pro-
vide telephone service for rural areas not
now served. I want to emphasize that
H. R. 2960 does not propose to displace or
supersede any existing service.

Where private, corporate, cooperative,
independent, and mutual companies are
operating, this bill protects them. As
a matter of fact, it not only secures for
them the territory in which they are op-
erating, but it makes available to them
additional funds on the same basis, at
the same interest rate.

It specifically gives them the right to
enter any unserved section first. They
have 6 months to make a survey and in-
dicate what territories they desire to

- serve before any other person or com-
pany can build a line. Moreover, no
funds will be loaned unless the party
presents a certificate of convenience and
necessity, issued by the State regula-
tory body, having authority to regulate
telephone service, to the Rural Electrifi-
cation Administrator, in States where re-
quired.

No loan shall be made for improve-
ment, construection, acquisition, and op-
eration of telephone lines until after the
Administrator has determined that the
service is necessary. Furthermore, loans
shall not be made unless the Adminis-
trator finds and certifies that in his judg-
ment the security is ample and that such
loan will be repaid as stipulated.

Money made available, if this bill is
enacted, can be used for loans only. No
grants in aid or otherwise are authorized.
It is true that rural telephone service will
be subsidized. The difference between
the interest rate of 2 percent, which this
bill will provide for borrowers and the
prevailing rate paid by existing com-
panies represents a subsidy. However,
the Government can lose only the dif-
ference between the 2-percent rate and
the rate currently paid for money, which
is about 215 percent. Increased business
and additional property for taxation par-
tially offsets this.

Testimony presented to the committee
indicated a source of needed financing
that would make available loans to be re-
paid over a longer period than banks
could safely provide. Amortization loans
will be made not to exceed 35 years. This
is the same period as loans are made
under the Rural Electrification Act.

One provision in this bill, which will
be of assistance to small independent
companies, is an amendment whereby
they can borrow money, on the same
terms, fto refinance existing indebted-
ness. Under this amendment, a com-
pany can negotiate a loan, pay off its obli-
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gations and use the balance to improve
and expand its facilities.

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on Agri-
culture has brought in a good bill which
deserves our support. It is legislation
needed to provide for the farmers of
America an opportunity to have in the
country that which the cities have had
for years. It is a social and economic
necessity. Farming has become mech-
anized. Often it becomes necessary to
find repairs in the midst of harvesting a
valuable crop. The farmer should have
the same public utilities available for the
efficient operation of his business as other
citizens enjoy. He should not be penal-
ized because of his isolation.

The producers of food and fiber should
have his needed service. It will not cost
the taxpayer but little, if anything. This
is the kind of legislation that commends
itself to every fair-minded person.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. CHRISTOPHER].

Mr. CHRISTOPHER. Mr, Chairman,
I hope we do not make a sectional or per-
sonal proposition out of this telephone
bill. The thing we want to consider is
the folks who need the service and
whether we should give it to them or not.
If we have anything of a sectional or per-
sonal nature, let us take care of that on
the street or in the halls or over at the
boarding house or out at our apartmept.
Do not bring it on the floor of the House,
I am myself considering the folks out in
Missouri who need telephone service.

I want to tell you a little thing that
happened before the turn of this cen-
tury. You know, getting old has some
compensations. You can look back and
see things that happened in the days of
your youth that have an application now.

Back about 1898, or more than 50 years
ago, my father put me on an old gray
mare, and gave me a sack that had a
plowshare in it and said: “Take this
down to the shop and have it sharpened.”

When I got down there two or three
other men were ahead of me. I laid my
plowshare down and sat and listened to
a conversation between two old gray-
headed men. One said to the other:
“Did that fellow stop yesterday that was
trying to organize the RFD route out of
Butler? Did he stop at your place?”

The other man said, “Yes; he stopped.”

“Did you sign up to have your mail
delivered?”

“No; I did not. Did you?”

“No; I did not. You know, I only get
four letters a year and three of them are
duns. I would be happier if I never got
them and I do not care whether I have
my mail delivered or not. I went to But-
ler ever since I came to this county to
get my mail and I can still go.” He lived
12 miles from town over muddy roads,
but he said “When I want my mail I
know where it is and I can go and get it.
This thing is going to bankrupt the Fed-
eral Government, you know that as well
as I do.”

He said, “It is a scheme to get a lot of
fellows a job with good wages to ride
around delivering mail, while we work
like the devil to pay their salaries.”

He said, “I am not in favor of it.”
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The other fellow said, “I am not, either.
I am not going .to let them deliver my
mail.” y

He said, “Just think, that is happening
all over the United States.”

One of these old fellows laid his hand
over on my head, just a little fat farm
boy who took a plowshare to the shop,
and he said, “I do not care for myself,
I will not be here very long, and neither
will you, but I am thinking about these
little fellows like this one.”

He said, “They are going tq saddle a
debt on this little boy that he and his
children will never be able to pay. He
is just going to become a galley slave.”

I began to get scared. Finally my
plowshare was sharpened, and I went
home. The first thing I said to my
father was, “Daddy, what is a galley
slave?”

He said, “Why, son, what made you
think of that?”

I said, “Well, somebody in town said
I was going to be a galley slave, that this
rural free delivery was going to saddle
a lot of debt on me and you that would
take away our farm and make a galley
slave out of me. If I am going to be one
of those things I want to know what
it is.”

He said, “Oh, son, I think the old
Roman warships were pulled with oars,
and they were pulled by a lot of men
down in the hold of the ship; they were
called galley slaves. When they cap-
tured a nice young man who was strong,
they put him down there and worked
him to death. But don’t you worry too
much about that.”

Mr. Chairman, that happened. I am
not just telling a story up here. I lived
through it.

Every bit of service that has been pro-
posed for farm people from that day to
this has been characterized as bank-
rupting the Federal Government and
making galley slaves out of us. I do not
feel like a galley slave; I have not be-
come one yet, and I do not believe you
folks are. I hope when this measure
comes up to a vote you will support it
and we will give these people in the
country, that cannot get telephones any
other way, some telephones.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Missouri has expired.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yleld 5
minutes to the gentleman from Nebraska
[Mr. CurTIS].

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, I wish
to direct attention to one or two factors
which I believe should be taken into ac-
count in the consideration of this bill.

The present financial condition of the
Treasury makes our job more than one
of merely deciding whether a program is
good or bad. We cannot afford all the
things that are good. I am fully aware
that the telephone service in many rural
areas is very much in need of improve-
ment.

I would have preferred to have this bili
amend the law relating to the Recon-
struction Finance Corporation by making
long-term low-interest-rate loans avail.
able to small companies for needed equip-
ment and required engineering skill to
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improve their service, and by aiding ter-
rijories without telephone service in fi-
nancing the building of new companies.

This present bill provides that the
loans will be made available by direct
appropriations from the Treasury. We
are now making more appropriations
than we are receiving in taxes. If loans
were handled through-the Reconstruc-
tion Finance Corporation it would not
present this budgeting problem.

It is also my feeling that the Rural
Electrification Administration should
stick to its main job. It has not fin-
ished by any means. Approximately
one-half of the farm homes in the State
of Nebraska have not yet been reached
by rural electrification. My concern is
for the farm family which is still wash-
ing lamp chimneys, trimming lamp
wicks, cooking on a kerosene stove, and
doing without electricity to run the cream
separator, the washing machine, the feed
grinder, and all the other machines
needed on the farm.

The first responsibility of this Con-
gress, the Rural Electrification Adminis-
tration, and all the REA associations is
to get electricity to all the farmers. I
believe there is some just criticism due
some of these groups for the slowness of
their program and their lack of concern
for the farm family struggling along
without electricity. The Rural Electri-
fication Administration should not be
assigned another job until it finishes
this one. I have regularly and consist-
ently supported the appropriations to
bring electricity to rural America. I ex-
pect to continue to do so.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from Mississippi [Mr. ABERNETHY].

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr, Chairman, I
supported this bill in committee and I
support it now. It is my feeling that
there is great need for legislation of
this kind. It is my belief that it will
bring telephone service to thousands of
rural families throughout the country
who will never obtain telephone service
in any other manner.

Our rural people today enjoy most
every convenience of this modern age
with the exception of telephones. They
either have or there is fast coming to
them good roads and highways, good
schools, electricity, and radio. On the
other hand there are thousands who
hold out no hope for telephone service
unless this bill becomes law.

The Rural Electrification Administra-
tion has been one of the most successful
agencies of our Government. The bless-
ings which have been brought to our
farm people through this agency are un-
told. Yet, it has not cost the American
taxpayer one dime. REA lines have not
been constructed through grants from
the Federal Government but through
loans and loans only. The funds which
have passed through the Rural Electri-
fication Administration to REA cooper-
atives will eventually all be repaid with
interest. In many instances payments
have been made far ahead of schedule
and only in a very few cases are the
payments in arrears.

The purpose of this bill is to authorize
and direct the Rural Electrification Ad-
ministration to make loans very much
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in a similar manner for the construction
of rural telephone facilities. There will
be no grants or gifts but loans and only
loans. Every dime of the funds will be
repaid with interest.

It is estimated that more than 57 per-
cent of the farms of our country are
without telephone service. I realize that
there are many farms and rural fami-
lies who would never "enjoy or install
telephone service even though a line was
conveniently located. On the other
hand, it is true that a very large per-
centage of those without the service
would install same if the service were
only made available.

In my own State there are 263,528
farms. According to the 1945 agricul-
tural census only 3.7 percent, or 9,797, of
those farms enjoy telephone service. I
simply mention this in order to make
known the great need for this service
among my people.

In considering this bill, our committee
gave very careful consideration to the
matter of competition with existing
companies. There is not a single mem-
ber of the committee who wants to see
competing lines and facilities set up in
competition with an existing company
that is providing or shows an honest in-
tention of providing adequate telephone
service to rural areas.

The committee has taken every step
it thought necessary to protect private
industry. Every amendment adopted by
the committee was for this purpose.
has been stated by the author of the bill
and others, no loans may be made to
newly formed cooperatives for a period
of 6 months after the bill goes into ef-
fect. This is to afford existing com-
panies an opportunity of expansion.

There are now at least 33 States where
certificates of convenience and neces-
sity are required of telephone com-
panies. Some of these have no jurisdic-
tion over cooperatives. But almost all
State legislatures will be in session next
year and every State which desires to
add its further safeguards to a preven-
tion of duplication and competition by
cooperatives may certainly do so by a
simple act of the legislature. In any
event, the bill requires a certificate of
convenience and necessity from those
States which now require such before
the Administrator may make a loan un-
der the authority in this bill.

There is a further effective safeguard
in the bill that should not go unnoticed
and upon which emphasis should be laid.
It requires the Administrator to find and
certify that the security for a loan is
adequate and that the loan will be re-
paid when due. Therefore, I do not see
how the Administrator could possibly
make any such certification in the case
of someone who wanted to set up a new
telephone company with paralleling lines
and in competition with one that is ren-
dering even passing service.

Most significant is the fact that loans
may be made to existing companies.
And several indep2ndent companies have
expressed to me personally their ap-
proval of the bill and state that they
expect to expand their facilities under
its authority. The authority for refi-
nancing, which the committee put into
the bill, is to help small companies who
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need to refinance their present indebt-
edness at a lower rate in order to expand
their present rural facilities.

It is my honest belief that the bill pro-
vides every safeguard and encourage-
ment that can be provided for individual,
privately owned telephone companies
now in business and that the great ma-
jority of the loans will be made to such
companies. If the bill does not pro-
vide the proper safeguards then I am not
so wedded to its present language that
I would refuse to support amendments
to effect them.

Rural America is unquestionably sup-
porting this legislation. They believe
and we believe it will bring to them a
service which they sorely need.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I .yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. MaHON].

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Poage telephone bill.

I realize that the time for debate is
limited, but I wanted to raise my voice
in support of this measure. I hope the
House of Representatives will pass it to-
day and without amendments which
would tend to interfere with the success
of the program.

A relatively small percentage of the
rural homes of America have telephone
service—less than 18 percent in Texas,
I believe. The fact is, as has been
pointed out, that a smaller percentage of
the rural homes of America have tele-
phone service today than 25 years ago.
This is true in spite of the fact that the
need for telephone service is becoming
increasingly more important.

I shall leave it to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Poace] and other members
of the committee to discuss the detailed
provisions of the bill. I trust the House
will take favorable action today and that
this bill may become the law and con-
tribute, as I know it will, to the health,
security, and happiness of the rural peo-
ple of the United States.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. WHITE].

Mr. WHITE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, as far as the necessity for this
measure is concerned, may I say that I
am a farmer myself and I have been
through an experience which to my mind
thoroughly justifies this legislation.

I operate a farm, or a ranch, as we
call it in California, 20 miles from the
nearest town. In the early part of the
war we had no telephone. The previous
owner of the property never went to the
expense of putting one in. We had such
a terrible time getting parts for our farm
machinery during the war that I found
it would pay to go to the very heavy ex-
pense of putting in a telephone to keep
from running back and forth in an auto-
mobile between the town and the ranch,
a round trip of 40 miles. I think that
same thing applies to every farmer who
has to make trips back and forth to town
when he does not have a telephone. I
believe it is an economic saving to the
farmer. Since the Government is more
or less subsidizing the income of the
farmers anyway, I believe the Govern-
ment would make an over-all saving to
go along on this piece of legislation and
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subsidize the putting in of these tele-
phones.

As far as the interest rate is concerned,
we must all admit that the interest rate
is lower than the commercial rate, but
certainly since we are subsidizing the
farmers anyway, it does not appear out
of line to go along at this rate of interest.

I hope that the Members of Congress
will not be misled by the tremendous
flood of telegrams being received in
Washington from the so-called inde-
pendent telephone companies. If you
are familiar with the situation I am sure
you know that every small telephone
company, to have any standing with its
subscribers, must have a contract with
Mother Bell, as we call her, which is the
familiar name applied to the American
Telephone & Telegraph Co. Unless those
independent companies are able to make
a contract with the American Telephone
& Telegraph Co., they, of course, cannot
operate and cannot get subscribers who
will pay a monthly bill. Obviously, the
parent company, the national company,
maintains a certain amount of control
over these independent companies. It
is my observation and feeling that the in-
dependent telephone companies which
have been sending these telegrams here
have been sending them under pressure.
Certainly a smali independent company
should not object to the Government's
generosity in providing operating capital
at the rate of 2 percent. As a matter of
fact the American Telephone & Tele-
graph Co. certainly should not object to
that generosity for they, too, are eligible
to borrow at that tremendously low fig-
ure and could, as I see it, reduce their
rates with such a low interest rate.

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITE of California. I yield.

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Is it not a mat-
ter of fact that the quotation of Bell
stock on the market was $170 for a bond
carrying about 3 percent and that they
are almost up to the price where they
could really get money for about 2 per-
cent or less in the commercial market.

Mr. WHITE of California. I am not
currently posted on those particular
bonds, and, therefore, cannot answer the
gentleman’s question.

Before closing, I would like to leave
this message with my liberal Democratic
friends on my right, with reference to
the matter of recriminations, and puni-
tive votes on this particular piece of leg-
islation which I understand has been
rumored. I urge each and every one of
you to put that thought out of your mind
bécause this is a national issue. I cer-
tainly hope that if you want to punish
somebody you will wait until the district
of the particular gentleman is involved,
and not try Lo punish everybody in the
party in voting on national legislation,
which involves the farmers of the
country.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this is a bill which has
been studied very carefully by both the
subcommittee and the full Committee on
Agriculture. Extensive hearings were
held on it, which hearings were attended
by representatives of both the Bell and
independent telephone companies. They
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were given full opportunity to make sug-
gestions and to suggest amendments to
the bill.

As a matter of fact, a number of
amendments which were suggested by the
telephone industry are incorporated in
the present bill. I believe the bill ought
to be enacted in its present form. I think
it is entirely satisfactory. I do not be-
lieve it will in any way in its present form
affect any rural telephone company
which is now in existence and which is
rendering efficient and reliable service
or which is covering the territory in
which it operates. I believe it will have
the effect of making it possible for thou-
sands of existing rural telephone com-
panies to really give effective service to
their patrons. Under the provisions of
the bill, as you will note, existing rural
telephone companies have a preference
so far as getting loans is concerned.
There are thousands of them at the
present time, merely struggling along
rendering very poor service. They have
no opportunity except that afforded by
this bill if it is passed, to furnish any-
thing like good service in their communi-
ties. Their problem is principally a
problem of finances. They are in com-
munities which do not offer anything at-
tractive in the way of an investment for
the Bell Telephone Co., except in certain
isolated areas where they may come in
and skim off the cream. They are in
areas where the local companies which
are already in there are not able to se-
cure finances to enable them to make
necessary improvements and to render
efficient service.

If this legislation is passed and loans -

for 35 years at 2 percent are made avail-
able, practically every one of those com-
panies will be able to refinance itself and
to furnish adequate telephone service to
the communities in which they are
operating.

I know of no service which can be
rendered in any rural community today
that is of greater importance than the
establishment of good, reliable telephone
service. The farm home is not only a
home but it is an important business
establishment. The farmers today are
in a situation where they need a tele-
phone to carry on their business opera-
tions to the same extent as a business-
man in town. If we can afford an op-
portunity to furnish this service at a cost
which they can afford to pay, I know of
no greater social or economic help that
could be afforded.

I can understand how some Members
of this House might be concerned about
this bill because there has been a great
deal of false and misleading propaganda
circulated concerning its provisions. A
great deal of that propaganda is based
upon provisions that are not now con-
tained in the bill. In other cases there
is a misunderstanding of what the legis-
lation now provides. Some Members of
this House, who are entirely familiar
with the REA program and who have
supported that program through and
through, have expressed some doubts
about this program. I say to you it is
exactly the same thing. If the REA is
sound, if the REA is desirable, then this
is equally sound and desirable.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kansas has expired.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self two additional minutes.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. 1 yield.

Mr, JENSEN. On page 4 of the bill,
I notice this language:

That, for 6 months from and after the
effective date of this act, no applications for
loans shall be received by the Administrator
except from persons who on the effective
date of this act are engaged in the opera-
tion of existing telephone service in rural
areas.

That means that the telephone com-
panies that are in existence today have
only 6 months to improve their service
hefore an application could be made to
give them competition. Does not the
gentleman feel that that time should be
extended at least to 18 months or 2
years?

Mr. HCPE. No. I think the gentle-
man has misconstrued the language.
All that this means is that nobody can
make application for 6 months except a
rural telephone company now operating.

Mr. JENSEN. I understand that.

Mr. HOPE. Does not the gentleman
think that is sufficient time?

Mr, JENSEN. No; I do not think so.

Mr. HOPE, Even after this 6 months
an existing company will still have a
preference. That preference does not
end with this 6 months; they continue to
have it.

Mr. JENSEN. I still think the time
should be extended to at least 18 months.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kansas has again ex-
pired.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from Tennessee [Mr, EVINS],

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, this bill
is needed and meritorious. I rise to sup-
port this legislation and should like to
congratulate and commend our distin-
guished colleague from Texas, chairman
of the subcommittee, Mr. POAGE, the au-
thor of this bill, who has worked on it so
diligently, also the members of the com-
mittee. I think it is meritorious legis-
lation and a bill that should pass. Let
me recite an instance which will serve to
illustrate why I am supporting this leg-
islation. Last summer, in visiting over
my district, the people of Frankewing, a
community of 300 people in Giles County,
near the Alabama line, called to my at-
tention their great need for telephone
service, several citizens insisted that their
rural telephone problem was a very seri-
ous one. They said they had not one
telephone in their community, not a sin-
gle telephone in a community of 300 peo-
ple. They asked me if I could help them.
I, of course, assured them I would do
what I could to see that telephone service
was furnished to them. I went to the
county seat of Giles County—Pulaski—to
the office of the Southern Bell Telephone
Co., and told them of the situation in that
community of 300 people without a sin-
gle telephone and urged and insisted that
such service be extended. There had
been a storm 3 months previously which
had destroyed the line some 10 or 12
miles away. I asked them to do all they
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possibly could under the circumstances
to see that adequate telephone service
was furnished to these people. Officials
sald they would have to take that up with
their Nashville, Tenn., office. I visited
the Nashville‘office, following up the mat-
ter and checked into it, and asked them
to try to do something. They stated
that they had many more applications
than they could possibly fill, that they did
not have adequate equipment and facili-
ties, and that they could not take care
of this request.

I had a similar request for rural tele-
phone service from farmers and other
citizens at Flintville, Lincoln County, in
my district. Here there exists also need
for rural telephone service. The people
there had applied to the Southern Tele-
phone Co. or any other telephone com-
pany that would move in, to provide the
needed service. But such service has not
been provided. The need continues to
exist.

These are only two of the many in-
stances that illustrate the need for the
passage of this bill. I have no other al-
ternative, and am pleased to support this
legislation. ]

It seems, Mr. Chairman, that when we
get into the subject of modernizing farms
in this country and extending some of
the conveniences and necessities of city
life to our farmers, we run into a curious
situation so far as the tremendous prog-
ress we have already made along this
line is concerned.

Through the Rural Electrification Ad-

ministration and its growing network of-

power lines we have, as we all know, made
vast and essential improvements in farm
life. A farmer can now come in from
his work at noontime, tune in his radio,
and while he waits for dinner hear broad-
casts of events of vast importance al-
most as quickly as they happen. Yet, in
the great majority of cases, that same
farmer, with all his modern electric
equipment, is unable to pick up his tele-
phone and call a doctor if his child is
stricken critically ill.

The measure we are considering here
today to make telephone service avail-
able in rural areas in no way proposes
any revolutionary methods. In fact, just
the opposite is true, yet we are hearing
some of the same arguments advanced
today which were used when the REA
program was proposed. But, so far as
I know, practically every argument used
to fight REA has been dissipated through
the successful, businesslike operation of
the rural electric power program. REA
has been proved to be one of the sound-
est, most businesslike operations in our
Government today and what is proposed
in this bill is oniy a desirable and essen-
tial extension of that REA service.

This bill simply proposes to utilize the
vast electric power facilities and the es-
tablished resources of the REA to take
telephone service into rural areas—
which in this modern age are isolated in
many instances from any source of as-
sistance in time of ne=d and which may
not operate the normal business life in a
normal way. This service proposed to-
day would be paid for by the grateful
recipier.t—the Government would not be
giving telephones to our farmers, but
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merely giving them a chance to have—
and to pay for—a service which in our
cities and urban areas is looked upon not
as a luxury or even the suggestion of a
luxury—but as a real necessity.

Telephones cannot be accomplished on
an individual basis. If that were the
case, there would be telephones in
Frankewing and Flintville and in many
other of our fine rural communities and
sections. To these people who wish and
need telephone service, the price of ex-
tending the lines for many miles is pro-
hibitive. The cost of such an operation
is prohibitive also to private telephone
companies which operate efficiently in
urban areas, but, even so, these rural
people should not be denied a service
which is regarded elsewhere as a basic
business and personal necessity. Private
companies have absolutely declined to
extend their service here upon request.

It is not necessary for these people to
go without telephone service, if we will
here today make it possible for the re-
sources of our Government to be made
available—to be allowed to step in and
help these people finance the extension
of telephone service to their farm homes
and rural communities. These people
will gladly bear the cost and pay the Gov-
ernment back with acceptable interest.
The same thing is going on all over rural
America with regard to REA lines,
which have more than proved their
worth and soundness over the 13 years of
operation,

Private independent telephone com-
panies are not going to provide this serv-
ice—they cannot do it. Only the Federal
Government can do it.

There is a vast difference of opinion
as to the actual number of rural tele-
phones in use in the country today. In
hearings before the House Committee on
Agriculture, which has made an exten-
sive study of this question, spokesmen for
certain independent telephone com-
panies testified that rural telephone serv-
ice is now available to about 75 percent
of the occupied farms in the United
States. To those of us acquainted with
conditions in rural sections, those figures
are somewhat hard to swallow. The
committee also refused to accept these
figures and took sharp issue thereon.

If the adequate telephone service to farms
and not the mere possession of a telephone
instrument is to be taken as the criterion—

The committee concluded and so stat-
ed in its report on this measure—
thc figure of 42.2 percent of farms served as
of January 1, 1948 * * * {s exceedingly
liberal and that probably considerably fewer
than that percentage of farm homes are not
receiving telephone service that is adequate
by modern standards.

The committee evidently had in mind,
as do many of us, the large number of
crank-type telephones which are hang-
ing silent and useless in many a farm
house because the lines were never con-
nected or, out of order, were never re-
paired.

The fact is, the percentage of farms
without telephone service is so low as to
be deplorable. Certainly there are
fewer telephones in use in rural areas
than there were in the years immediately
following World War I.
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In urban areas throughout the country
telephones are plentiful—and yet a
farmer cannot call a doctor; cannot pick
up & telephone to transact his business,
to buy and sell on a changing market; to
order repairs and help when his farm
machinery gets out of order and help is
needed.

With our present-day methods it has
been found that the same poles can be
used for both power and telephone lines.
Certainly nothing more efficient and
economical can be envisioned than to let
the telephone line follow the power line
into the farm community and home.

As I have indieated, it is impossible for
private companies to flnance the rural
telephone service. In hearings before the
committee on this bill, it was brought out
that financing by telephone companies is
normally based on the so-called life
cycle of its plant and equipment, uni-
formly considered to be 25 to 30 years.
Certainly very few sources of credit are
open fo a business concern on a 25-year
basis. Banks and other credit establish-
ments are not interested in such long-
term loans, and both types of credit insti-
tutions reflected their complete disinter-
est in the legislation when they did not
even bother to send representatives to
testify at hearings on this meritorious
bill. The RFC is not interested in mak-
ing 25-year loans. That leaves the Gov-
ernment as the only source of credit in
this instance.

Nothing new or drastic has been sug-
gested in this bill. The method proposed
here—that is, the proposal to do the job
through the REA—is one which we all
know will work; it has been working for
about 15 years—and certainly it meets
the approval and commendation of all
parties concerned. Telephone service on
such a basis would be equally successful—
and the Government would be rendering
a great and fine and needed service—
without expending huge sums of money
with no return.

I sincerely trust, Mr. Chairman, that
the approval of the House will be given
to this measure which will prove of in-
estimable value in the progress of rural
America. As we all know and recognize,
prosperity of agriculture in America
means prosperity of all America.

Mr. POAGE., Mr, Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. THORNBERRY.

A JOB NEEDS TO BE DONE

Mr, THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman,
it is hard for me to believe that anyone
who professes to have the interest of the
American farmer at heart would not en-
thusiastically support H. R. 2960 which
provides a program enabling the farm-
ers of this country to obtain the rural
telephone service that they have sorely
needed for so long.

Before I went into a study of this
measure, I was already convinced that
reliable telephone service is an absolute
necessity to the farmers of my district
and of our Nation. But, until I had
studied the facts and figures surrounding
this bill, I did not realize that there exists
such a deplorable lack of this essential
service to our farmers.
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The facts in the case do not point to
progress in any form; but rather to back-
sliding on a job that needed to be done.
For example, in my own State of Texas,
in 1920 approximately 32 percent of the
farms had telephone service. That, to be
sure, is not a figure to be proud of—but,
just listen to the figure for 1945. In 1945
only 17 percent of farms in Texas had
telephone service. In other words, more
than 83 percent of the farms of Texas
are, today, without telephone service of
any kind. That means 8 out of every 10
Texas farms are lacking in telephones.
This fact alone is enough to convince me
that H. R. 2960 should be passed, To be
sure, a job needs to be done.

Fortunately for the farmers of my dis-
trict in Texas, an earlier Congress made
it possible for them to have electric power
on their farms. And, now, this Congress
has the splendid opportunity of assist-
ing in bringing telephones to them. One
Congress rescued the farmer from the
hand pump and the oil lamp. We, today,
can go the rest of the way and give them
modern methods of communication. For
one, I will consider it a privilege to have
been a Member of a Congress that helped
in doing this job that so badly needs to
be done.

Surely no one will contend that the
farmer needs less to communicate with
the markets for his products than the
merchant or producer who lives in the
city.

And there is no one, I feel certain,
who will say that the father and mother
on the farm do not need.as immediate
communication facilities for summoning
medical aid for themselves and their
children as parents living in the city.

There seems no doubt to me that the
farmer needs a sure means of commu-
nication on which he can rely in times
of emergency, as in the case of fire—just
as does the city man.

And for the farm family just as for
the city family, telephone service pro-
vides a link with neighbors and the out-
side world that can do much to increase
the enjoyment and contentment of fam-
i1y living.

No; I am sure that there is not a per-
son here in this Chamber today who
would argue in this fashion against H. R.
2960.

I have attempted to approach this bill
and the benefits it would provide from
a positive angle—for, to me, it will offer
not merely a convenience, but an abso-
lute necessity to the farm areas of our
Nation.

In providing this long-overdue service
to our farm families, I do not feel that
private enterprise will in any way be
destroyed.

It is the hope of many of us who have
studied this bill that much of the ex-
pansion and improvement of the rural
telephone system for which it provides
will be carried out by existing private
companies within the framework of the
private-enterprise system.

First of all, it gives any existing pri-
vate company an exclusive period of 6
months after the date of this bill in
which to file application for loans.

After the 6-month period has expired
these same existing private companies,
along with public bodies and co-ops, may
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obtain loans from the REA fo provide
adequate telephone service for rural
areas.

In other words, this measure provides
that public credit shall be extended at
a low rate of interest first to existing
private companies to extend adequate
telephone service to farmers in rural
areas, and, secondly, if private telephone
companies fail to take advantage of the
availability of this credit, then farmer
groups have the right to obtain loans
for this service. -

This is not a fight between free enter-
prise and socialism, but it is indeed a
fight to preserve free enterprise against
monopoly and socialism.

I urge this House today not only to
assist the farmers of America, but to
assist the whole economy of America by
giving farmers the opportunity to engage
in business with modern methods of com-
munication and his family the opportu-
nity to enjoy the wholesome life that
comes in part from the neighborliness
and knowledge dependent on adequate
communication facilities.

I submit to you, gentlemen, that a job
needs to be done, and that it is the duty
and responsibility of all of us here today
to see to it that it is done properly and
expediently.

As the editor of the Taylor Times, one
of the weekly papers in my Tenth Dis-
trict back in Texas, put it: “The fact
remains that telephone service in the
country is as important as it is in town.”

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from Virginia [Mr. AserrTl.

Mr. ABBITT. Mr, Chairman, I am
wholeheartedly in support of this bill,
H. R. 2960, the so-called rural telephone
service bill and if it goes into effect will
be of immeasurable help to the rural
people of Virginia. The Rural Electrifi-
cation Administration has done a splen-
did job in making possible the supplying
of electric energy to the rural section of
our country at a very nominal cost to the
Government. It is agreed on all sides
that the program has functioned
smoothly, wisely, and to the best interest
of the people as a whole.

The telephone bill authorizes the Rural
Electrification Administration to make
loans for the expansion and improvement
of rural-telephone service under the same
terms and conditions which it has em-
ployed for many years in making loans
for rural electrification.

I desire to compliment Mr. Wickard,
REA Administrator, for his wise and
efficient acdministration.

The bill does not provide for Govern-
ment ownership or operation of tele-
phone facilities. It does provide that
funds shall be made available on iden-
tical terms to private corporations, pub-
lic agencies and cooperatives, giving pres-
ent operators of telephone facilities a
clear preference over all other types of
applicants and preserving to the utmost
the authority of State regulatory bodies
over rates, service, and service areas.

The bill further provides that before
making a loan the Administrator must
find as a fact and certify that in his
judgment the security therefore is rea-
sonably adequate and such loan will be
repaid within the time agreed, nor shall
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the loan be made in any State that has a
regulatory body—in Virginia the cor-
poration commission—having authority
to regulate telephone service and to re-
quire certificates of convenience and ne-
cessity to the applicant unless and until
such certificate from such agency is first
obtained. That is to say, that in Vir-
ginia an applicant for a loan before same
could be approved and granted by the
REA, the corporation commission would
first have to certify that the contem-
plated service to be rendered was neces-
sary, desirable, and not being rendered by
any of the operators.

The loans will be available to the exist-
ing companies as well as new ones. The
main purpose is to provide rural tele-
phone service to all rural areas by mak-
ing available the necessary financial as-
sistance to private industry within the
framework of the private enterprise sys-
tem with full protection to existing oper-
ators who are or will render adequate
service.

Unfortunately, in Virginia while we
have 173,051 farms only 31,835 have tele-
phone service.

- Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. ALBERTI.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, this is
a bill to amend the Rural Electrification
Act to authorize the Rural Electrification
Administration, subject to certain defi-
nite limitations, to make loans for rural
telephones. What I have just said prob-
ably appears to be so obvious from the
bill itself and from the statements of
other members of the committee as to
make its repetition unnecessary.

This would be frue, Mr. Chairman,
were it not for the fact that, either
through malice or misunderstanding,
there is a widespread misapprehension
as to the purposes and effect of this bill.
For instance, I hold in my hand a ballot
which has appeared in several news-
papers. This ballot asks subscribers to
complete it and send it to Members of
Congress. One of the questions on this
ballot is:

How do you feel about a Federal rural
telephone administration, comparable to
REA? (This would give Federal jobs to
thousands more.)

Obviously this question cannot be ger-
mane to H. R. 2960. This bill does not
establish a rural telephone administra-
tion. It creates no new agency of Gov-
ernment. It merely broadens the lend-
ing power of the REA to include rural
telephone loans along lines similar to
those now authorized for rural-electrifi-
cation purposes.

To state that this additional authority
in the REA will result in thousands of
new Federal jobs is absurd. Such a
statement either must have been born in
a total disregard for the truth or was
certainly prompted by the desire of ma-
licious and greedy individuals to do
through newspaper propaganda what in
November last they miserably failed to
accomplish at the polls. The truth is
that the total number of employees of
the Rural Electrification Administration
is about eleven hundred. The em-
ployees of that Administration have
never numbered as many as 2,000. The
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legislation before us today will not cre-
ate anything like 1,000 new Federal jobs.

It has been charged that this legisla-
tion will put the Federa! Government in
competition with private business.
Nothing could be further from the truth.
Every precaution has been taken in this
bill to give existing compeanies and
agencies serving rural patrons top pri-
ority in all instances. At the suggestion
of representatives of telephone com-
panies the language of this bill was
changed in committee to list those now
serving rural areas first in the sequence
of those eligible for rural telephone
loans. To make doubly sure that, so far
as possible, existing organizations and
individuals would do the job contem-
plated by this bill and to make absolute-
1y certain that they would be given every
priority and advantage, we have spelled
out specifically in the legislation that
only such persons will be permitted to
file applications the first 6 months dur-
ing which this act is in effect.

This legislation, Mr. Chairman, will be
the very salvation of many small tele-
phone companies in this country. It
represents their only chance to procure
the type of financing which the very na-
ture of their business requires. What is
more important, it represents the only
means whereby thousands of rural
Americans will be able to enjoy the bene~
fits of telephone servicee When this
measure was before our committee I had
a call from the operator of a small tele-
phone company in my own county ad-
vising me that unless the bill was passed
he would be unable to serve dozens of

. families in his area who were desperate-
ly pleading for telephone service.

The purpose of this bill is not to put
the Federal Government in the tele-
phone business. As expressed on page 11
of the committee report, it is hoped and
expected that most of the expansion and
improvement of the rural telephone sys-
tem provided for in this bill will be car-
ried out by private industry within the
framework of the private enterprise
system.

It has been charged that this legisla-
tion will give the Federal Government
control over intrastate telephone utili-
ties. The answer to this is that upon
the recommendation of the National
Association of public utility commission-
ers the bill was carefully drawn to insure
that nothing in the legislation would
deprive any such commission of any of
its jurisdiction to regulate such service or
the rates to be charged therefor. Going
even further than the National Associa-
tion of public utility commissioners had
suggested, the committee adopted an
amendment requiring, as a condition to
receiving any loan under this act, a cer-
tificate of convenience and necessity in
any State where such certificates are now
or may hereafter be required.

The primary purpose of this legislation
is of course to get telephones in the farm
homes of America. It seeks to do this
through a tried and proven system of
long-term, low-interest-rate loans, a sys-
tem which in the field of rural electrifi-
cation has worked out beyond the fond-
est expectations of its most enthusiastic
sponsors. It is a system which is paying
its own way. More than this-it has
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brightened the homes and lightened the
burdens of the farm families of America.
It has done more than anything I know
of to give the farm people of this country
a feeling of personal dignity—a realiza-
tion that they are not consigned to an
inferior standard of living but, like their
city brethern, are living in a twentieth
century world.

Rural telephone service is a necessity.
It is essential to the successful business
operations of a farm. More than ever
before farms are mechanized; they are
electrified. These very improvements
often require rapid communication. For
instance, I know of many farmers who
have deep-freeze units. The ability
quickly to notify an electrician of a de-
fect in the system might mean the dif-
ference between saving and losing the
winter’s store of food. This instance of
the necessity of telephones in the business
operations of a farm could be multiplied
a thousand times.

Telephone service is needed to lessen
the hazards of farm life. Farmers sel-
dom live in concentrated communities.
Their homes are generally isolated on
their respective farms, often several
miles from the nearest hospital or near-
est fire station. Would anyone rearing
children deny that he would feel inse-
cure if he had no ready means of com-
munication with his family doctor or
with his neighbors? The peril of iso-
lated living has unquestionably been one
of the important factors in the great
exodus of the farm population of this
country to the cities in recent years.

There is nothing new in the philosophy
contained in this bill. Our Government
has recognized for nearly 15 years the
necessity of making long-term loans to
provide electric service on an area-
coverage basis to farm communities.
Living apart, as farmers generally do,
the profits on services of this kind are
too small to enable individuals or organ-
izations to serve them on an area-cover-
age basis with ordinary short-term com-
mercial loans. Yet for many years our
Government has recognized that the
people who raise our food and fiber are
entitled to the essential services of mod-
ern life. This has been recognized by
the Congress, not simply out of a desire
to be of assistance to farmers but also
out of a realization that a sound rural
economy is essential to the strength and
welfare of our country. To this end the
Congress has provided many programs
authorizing loans, and in some cases even
grants, to help in providing these essen-
tial services to our rural areas which can-
not possibly finance them through the
means available to people living close
together in urban communities. Many
of these services have long since been
recognized by everyone as normal and
essential functions of our Government.
This is certainly true of our rural mail
service, which was once attacked as
statism. It is true of our highway and
farm-to-market road programs. It is
true of our rural electric and many other
programs,

Like all these things, rural telephones
are a necessity. No one would ever
suggest that America could remain the
strongest nation on earth without her
great agricultural economy. Nor would
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anyone contend that rural life has not
made a contribution to the sum total of
American life, which is worth continu-
ing, Yet all of this, Mr. Chairman,
depends upon the willingness of men and
women and boys and girls to live and
work on the farms of this country. In
this age of great technological develop-
ments farmers are not going to be sat-
isfied with kerosene lamps anc eighteenth
century washfubs. They are not going
to be willing to live in the country if
they have to drive over rough or muddy
roads to the market or to the hospital.
They are not going to do it if they have
to quit their work and drive to town
every time a machine breaks down or
every time the advice of a physician is
needed.

Under this bill the job can be done
through private business, through mu-
tuals, through cooperatives, or otherwise.
The important thing, so far as I am con-
cerned, is that under this legislation the
job will be done. I therefore urge its
enactment without crippling amend-
ments.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr.
BURNSIDE],

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Speaker, a ma-
jority of this House has so often by its
action shown its realization of the impor-
tance of farms to our national welfare
that any further discussion of that sub-
ject would be repetitious. We have long
ago come to the realization that a pro-
ductive farm population with stable buy-
ing power is necessary to a strong econ-
omy and for the welfare of the Nation as
a whole. Having admitted the impor-
tance of farm welfare, we now have an
opportunity to do something about it by
making another convenience available to
the farmer. That opportunity is pro-
gided by H. R. 2960, the rural telephone

ill.

Farmers need telephones.

Trapped at the end of an impassable
muddy road, without electricity or tele-
phones, the farmer would not be an effec-
tive worker, an intelligent citizen, or a
happy member of society. Mud, dark-
ness, and isolation simply are not con-
ducive to such things. He needs roads
so that he can take his products to mar-
ket and bring back to his home the goods
he needs for healthful, happy rural liv-
ing. He needs electric power to supple-
ment his handpower and horsepower in
performing his farm chores. He needs
electric lights to relieve his eyes of strain
at night when he reads his newspaper,
and to help his small sons and daughters
study more effectively. He needs tele-
phones to help him transact his business
and to obtain quick action when an
emergency requires the immediate serv-
ices of a physician or policeman.

Our State road administrations are
making progress toward providing farm-
ers with passible year-round roads. The
Federal rural electrification program is
helping make.electical power available
to farmers. To round off our aid to
farmers, we need the rural telephone pro-
gram provided for-in H. R. 2960.

To the average American the telephone
has become a necessity. It is necessary
for finding the best places to buy and
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sell; for ordering repairs for homes and
equipment; for calling a doctor when
someone is ill or injured; and for many
other everyday and emergency uses. Ur-
ban areas are well-supplied with tele-
phones, but in rural areas, where sparse
population makes the need for telephone
service greater, there is a woeful lack of
such service. The House Committee on
Agriculture estimates that only 42.2 per-
cent of the farms of the United States are
served by telephones, and that consider-
ably less than that receive adequate,
modern service.

In H. R. 2960 we have a workable meth-
od for making telephone service avail-
able in rural areas. It is not a hand-
out. The telephone lines would be
financed by Federal loans to private com-
panies or cooperative enterprises, and the
loans would be repaid—just as under the
present rural electrification program. It
would cost the Government nothing.

Neither would it be competition with
private enterprise. In many instances,
private companies have not been able
to finance needed rural lines because to
do so would require low-interest, long-
term credit extending up to 25 or 30
years. Such loans cannot be obtained
from private sources—the Government
is the only agency in a position to ex-
tend credit of this type. The bill pro-
vides that during the first 6 months
after this act goes into effect only ex-
isting private companies will be allowed
to file applications for the loans, Affer
that, either the existing companies, pub-
lic bodies, or cooperatives will be eligible
for the loans.

The program would not be expensive to
administer and would not add a large
number of people to the Federal pay roll,
for it would be administered through the
existing Rural Electrification Adminis-
tration.

The combination of these two pro-
grams in the same agency would lead to
the efficient and economical administra-
tion of both. The procedures would be
the same as REA now uses for rural elec-
trification—that is, the extension of
Jow-interest, long-term loans to private
companies or cooperatives. There is an-
other connection between rural electri-
fication and rural “telephonation”—
modern technology has developed a
method by which the same poles can be
used for carrying both electric and tele-
phone lines. Thus both telephone and
electric service can be extended to rural
areas at the same time.

I can see no good reason for contro-
versy concerning this bill. The need is
evident. The program contemplated will
cause no permanent expense to the Gov-
ernment, and will not in any way inter-
fere with private enterprise. It will not
be costly to administer, for it will be
carried out by the existing Rural Elec-
trification Administration.

The rural-electrification program has
proved that the type of program em-
bodied in H, R. 2960 will work. It has
shown that the farmer is willing and
able to pay for services rendered. The
time has come when we should extend
the program to include telephone service,
so that the modern farmer may have this
modern convenience which he needs and
deserves.
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Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr, MAGEE].

Mr. MAGEE. Mr. Chairman, let me
say at the outset that I am sick and tired
of hearing the prophets of doom and dis-
aster shout socialism every time some
measure is being debated that is calcu-
lated to benefit the farmers of our coun-
try or the average men and women of
our Nation. These sanctimonious scare-
crows who shudder and shiver and seek
to frighten us by such cries are the cou-
pon clippers of the clever corporations or
the hired servants of the soulless self-
serving utilities.

It seems to me that there is too great
a tendency in this country and some-
times in this Congress to debate by dia-
tribe. If someone suggests legislation
which would protect the weak; if it be
suggested that we have wealth and re-
sources sufficient in this country so that
no one should be in want, then such
person must bear the brunt of being
called a Socialist or Communist. If, on
the other hand, someone suggests that
government has no place in business, that
private industry and free enterprise are
the only solutions fo a sound economy,
then such person may be called a Fascist.

I concede to any man the right to state
fully and openly his honest beliefs. I be-
lieve it was Voltaire who once said when
speaking of an opponent:

I hate that man’s bellefs and will fight
them with all my strength; but I will also

fight to the death for his right to express
those beliefs.

May the day come in this country when
men can arise above petty j-alousies,
animosities, and political prejudices;
when this country may become a great
public forum, where men will debate the
issues as men and not as mice.

I favor the pending bill, H. R. 2960,
which seeks to amend the REA to pro-
vide for rural telephones. I shall not
discuss the mechanics of this proposed
legislation, as it has been and will be dis-
cussed fully by members of the commit-
tee. I prefer, rather, to talk of the social
aspects involved.

Our Constitution was established to
promote the general welfare of the peo-
ple—not a few, but all. To me, good
government, sound government, means
the greatest good to the greatest number.

The First Congressional District of
Missouri, which I represent, is the agri-
cultural center of the United States.
Perhaps I am a bit prejudiced in favor of
farm people. Iown the farm upon which
I was born and after the First World
War I homesteaded in the Big Horn
Basin of Wyoming,

Cato, the Roman patriot, once said:

The agricultural population produces the
bravest men, the most valiant soldlers, and

a class of citizens the least of all given to
evil designs.

That statement is as true today. Yes,
I have faith in the industry of agricul-
ture. Sometimes those who live in big
places feel bigger on that account. They
may acquire glibness of speech and the
glamor of polished mannerisms; but
they acquire these things at a price.
Revolutions have been fought, in the
main, by farmers and rail splitters. It
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is they who fired the shot heard around
the world. These are the men who
fought at Bunker Hill, at Shiloh, and
Vimy Ridge. From this class came Pat-
rick Henry, Lincoln, and Jefferson. I
have an abiding faith in the men and
women of the rural districts, in the quiet
of the country, out of the mad race for
money, prestige, and power; far from
the demands of business, out of the dusty
highways where men struggle for the
hollow praise of other men.

Yet as strongly as I feel for farm folks,
I know that their interests, their lives,
and their fortunes, are interdependent
with the lives, occupations, and destinies
of those who live in the big centers, and
labor in the mills, the factories, and
offices all over America. If we are to be
true to our trust as legislators we will
think of the interests of all, not a few,
but all. That is the reason I supported
public housing and slum clearance, even
though neither is much of a problem in
my district. That is the reason I sup-
port labor, even though labor constitutes
only a small ratio of the total population
in my district.

I support the proposed legislation be-
cause there is a real need for it, not only
in my section, but all over this Nation.
Listen to this, members of the committee,
approximately 50 years ago, my parents
had telephone service on the farm I now
own. For some 22 years there has been
no service. That farm is 13 miles from
the county seat where I live and for the
15 years I have owned that farm, it has
been necessary for me to drive down
there whenever I needed to talk to my
tenant; and he had to make a 26-mile
round trip whenever he wanted to ask me
a simple question which could have been
answered in 2 minutes over a telephone.

Just a few days ago I received a letter
strongly protesting this bill. The writer
stated that only backward areas were
now without telephone service. Mr.
Chairman, when I received that letter, I
knew that Ananias was a piker, and that
this man ought to be crowned king of
the tall-story festival., It did not take
me long to write that puerile, pusillani-
mous, pumpkin-headed, puny-minded
puppet of the private utilities and in-
form him that my farm was not in the
hinterland but on a hard-surfaced farm-
to-market road and only 2 miles re-
moved from a State highway. Some of
the wealthiest and best farmers of my
district have no telephone service. In-
stead of conditions getting better, they
are getting worse, and they will con-
tinue to get worse if the telephone com
panies are left to their own devices.

Mr. Chairman, our farmers sorely
need three things if they are to have the
happiness and welfare they so richly de-
serve. They need all-weather roads.
They need cheap power that only REA
will provide. They need telephone serv-
ice. They are as much entitled to these
things as are the city dwellers. Think,
if you will, of the situation when emer-
gency illness strikes a farm family hav-
ing no telephone. Someone must jump
in a car and drive miles hunting a doec-
tor. Even worse and more deplorable
by far is the situation with those fami-
lies having no automobile, But this is
not all. Suppose the farmer has cream,
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eggs, poultry, and other products that
he usually markets weekly or oftener.
If he has a phone, he can call stores
in several small trading centers within
a radius of 10 miles. He can go where
the best price is paid, whereas he could
not afford to drive from one town to the
other. Suppose his fractor or other
power equipment breaks down. He must
have quick repairs or lose valuable time.
A telephone could save him a day's trav-
eling here and there. Supposing an im=-
portant telegram comes to the nearest
railroad station 10 or 15 miles distant.
If it cannot be called, it will be sent by
rural delivery and arrive 1 or 2 days
later. Suppose in the busy farming
season a valuable registered animal be-
comes ill. If the farmer cannot call the
veterinarian, he must lose valuable time
while he hunts one. He loses time from
his work, and the delay may cause the
loss of the animal.

Last but not least, think of the plight
of the female progenitor who is unable
to step to the telephone and keep up
with the diseases of the day and the
births of the Nation. Why, I have seen
many & woman wear out shoe leather
and a pair of legs traipsing over rough
country terrain trying to keep posted on
the neighborhood gossip; and the lack of
a phone was the cause of it all.

The private power companies would
not or could not give the farmers elec-
tricity; yet they objected to REA. They
deny this, but I signed up over 4 years
ago and my farm buildings have been
wired 30 months and still we have noth-
ing, because REA cannot get the power.

The telephone companies have seen fit
to ignore the needs of some 55 or 60 per-
cent of our farm families; yet they ob-
ject to any plan which will solve this
great need. These private utilities re-
mind me of a dog my daughter once
owned. His name was Blackie. He was
kind and considerate to members of the
family. He was grateful to those who
paid tribute to him by gifts of bones. He
was a gourmand of the first degree. He
would feast until his belly bulged. How-
ever, if some half-starved tramp dog hap-
pened along and we offered that dog a
bone, Blackie became a howling maniac.
He became antisocial as well as anti-So-
cialist. He was a great believer in free
enterprise and individual liberty; that is,
for himself.

Over in England they used to tell a
story about the beautiful Lady Rosemary,
of the very highest of high society, who
had never been kissed. The aggressive
Lord Rushton finally introduced her to
this very delightful pastime. It was a
passionate, prolonged embrace. When
Lady Rosemary finally came up for air,
she said:

“Does everyone do this?”

“Yes,” said the lord, “it’s quite a com-
mon experience.”

“And does everyone have the same de-
lightful sensations that I do?”

“Yes; why do you ask?”

“Well,” she said, “I think it is much
too good for the working classes.”

Perhaps it is on a similar theory that
the private utilities feel that power and
telephone service is too good for the
farmers of this country.
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Mr, Chairman, for many years there
has been an exodus from the farms of
our country. Our young people know
what modern conveniences mean. They
are unwilling to live on dirt roads which
may be impassable for months each year.
They are unwilling to spend evenings be-
fore oil lamps and drink milk that has
been cooled only to the extent that comes
when it is placed in a cellar or hung by
bucket in a well. They are unwilling to
live the life of a recluse that comes from
being unable to converse with friends and
neighbors over a telephone.

Our population is growing and in an-
other quarter century it may be impos-
sible to feed the people of our own coun-
try unless proper soil conservation is
practiced and full use made of all our
land. It has been my pleasure to travel
extensively in every State of our Union.
I know that thousands of acres of land
are remaining idle because of the scarcity

- of farm help. Agriculture is our basic

industry and upon its economy depends
the economy of our whole people. We
must make farm life attractive. Other-
wise we face national disaster. I believe
in a square deal for the American farmer
and laboring man, for the hand that feeds
and clothes the world is the hand of toil.
This Nation rests upon the shoulders of
its workers and I want them to have
enough to eat, enough to wear, and
enough to lay aside something for the
ordinary misfortunes of life. I want
them to have every modern convenience
that is within reason.

Oh, I have been beseiged with lefters
which stated that thic bill is socialism
and that it is but the first step toward
communism. I can only say: “Shame
upon any man or group of men who say
this.,” Is it socialism to promote the gen-
eral welfare? Is it socialism to give the
farmer what his city cousin now has? Is
it socialism to provide decent living con-
ditions for any of our people? Yes, this
cry was raised against the postal system,
yet who would now argue that this most
capable institution should be turned over
to private ownership and control? The
same cry was raised against social se-
curity and old-age assistance. It was
raised against the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem, against child-welfare laws, against
Federal aid for State highways, against
vocational agriculture and all the laws
which have been passed to give informa-
tion to farmers on better farm practices.
It has been raised against all regulatory
laws, State or National, which sought to
protect the people against corporate lust
and greed.

Members of the Committee, let me say
to you that communism ecannot come in
a country well housed, well nourished,
and well fed; but all the repression in the
world cannot prevent social upheaval,
if the people perish from bad social and
business institutions. The task before
the country is to promote the general
welfare of our people. If we do that our
future is secure.

Mr. Chairman, we have come a long
way in the development of agriculture
and farm life, It has been a long way
from the crooked stick with which our
ancestors furrowed the soil up to the
great gang plows of today. It has been
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a long way from beating the grain from

.the hull by the use of crude clubs, up to

the great combines of the present. It has
been a long way from the ox team that
used to draw the wooden plows, up to
the modern tractor. It has been a long
way from the thatched-roof cabin to
the modern steam-heated home. It has
been a long way from the forest trail to
the modern concrete highway over which
some farmers can now harvest their
crops. It has been a long way from the
burning flare to the tallow candle; to
the oil lamp and to the incandescent light
given us by Edison. It has been a long
way from the wasteland and swamp to
the modern farm.

Mr. Chairman, the question before us
is not political. It is not sectional. It
is a question of progress or stagnation.

Let us pass this most worthy and nec-
essary legislation, that all of our farmers
may take advantage of a most essential
means of communication.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi [Mr, RANKIN].

Mr., RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, of
course I am heartily supporting this
measure. g

I think it is one of the most progres-
sive steps that Congress has yet taken.
Along with rural electrification, it will do
more for the farmers of this Nation than
anything else Congress has done for the
last 50 years.

Rural electrification has done more to
raise the standard of living of the Amer-
ican farmers than anything else this
Government has ever done,

As I have said before, it has taken to
the farmers everything the people have

. in the cities—except the noise and city

taxes.

If this measure is passed, providing for
telephone service, it will be another mile-~
stone in the progress for the farmers of
America.

If I had my way, .ve would have a rural
power line to every farmer’s house, a
mail box at every farmer’s door, and a
telephone in every farm home.

That would do more to strengthen our
country, and to promote national pros-
perity than anything else that has been
done, or attempted.

I congratulate the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. Poace]l and the
other members of his committee for
bringing this measure to the House.

I trust it will pass without a dissent-
ing vote.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from South
Dakota [Mr. Casel.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, somehow or other coming up
here to speak in this room seems entirely
different than going down into the well
of the regular Chamber .n the House. I
do not know that I will be able to add
very much to the discussion that has
taken place, but there are a few points
I want to mention.

The first is thaf in many communities
where REA lines have gone in, the build-
ing of those lines alongside of existing
rural telephone lines has destroyed the
telephone service. That was true on a
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rural telephone line in my home commu-
nity. The line was built some time ago;
it was not a metallicized line. The run-
ning of the high line for the REA de-
stroyed the telephone service. The peo-
ple who were responsible for the financ-
ing of the telephone line were not imme-
diately able to finance the changing of
the telephone line and the metallicizing
of it. That particular situation has now
been corrected but it illustrates what
happens. In equity, it would seem that
the REA’s should be responsible. A pri-
vate power line would be but the REA’s
are not authorized to borrow money to
metallicize telephone lines today. This
bill offers one method of financing rural
lines so that they can provide the mod-
ernizing necessary to improve the service
where the REA has gone in.

That is one problem. But in many
parts of my district, which in many re-
spects is a new country, there are no tele-
phone lines at all. I have a letter from
the head of a community club who points
out that his community has tried to get
the commercial telephone company for
years to do something to give them serv-
ice, but it has been impossible to interest
them in doing so. This bill will help
places like that.

The number of farms in my congres-
sional district served by telephone is only
37.5 percent and they are concentrated
in a few counties. My district is a dis-
trict of big distances, and yet the getting
of a doctor or the getting of information
to headquarters when there is a prairie
fire or a forest fire is just as vital as
where there are more people. We do
need more telephone service.

With the understanding that I have of
this bill and the amendments that will
be offered we can do something construc-
tive. We need action, first, to improve
telephone service that has been injured
or ruined by REA lines in some places;
and, second, to make telephone service
possible in rural communities that now
do not have it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from South Dakota has ex-
pired.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the remainder of my time to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. McCor-
MACK].

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr, Chairman, as
I read this bill and listen to the debate—
argument on the part of some—my mind
goes back 12 or 15 years and I recall
the dramatic fight made in the House
of Representatives when we were trying
to put rural electrification through. I
remember well the dire prophecies made
at that time in opposition to it, and the
statements that it was socialistic, that
it would be destructive of private busi-
ness, and that the passage of such leg-
islation and appropriations to implement
it would be destructive of our system
of government and our way of life. Of
course, that has gone by, and we now
know that rural electrification is here,
that it did not destroy private business
but implemented private business and
strengthened it. It brought service and
efficiency, important to our national
economy, and happiness to millions of
persons who live in rural districts, a very
important part of our national econ-
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omy, and also very valuable citizens of
our country.

Rural electrification is here to stay.
It has been administered in a very able,
efficient, and effective manner. I think
private business in the main would op-
pose any effort to discontinue rural elec-
trification or its extension where neces-
sary throughout the country.

Today we come to another step which
is a logical one to take, providing through
the machinery of the Rural Electrifica-
tion Administration loans for the pur-
pose of providing rural telephone service.
Of course, the rule of reason is going
to apply to this the same as it has to
the operations and administration of the
Rural Electrification Administration. It
is going to be an implementation of pri-
vate business, not a challenge to pri-
vate business. It is going to strengthen
private business. It is going to increase
the efficiency of our national economy.
The farmer who will benefit as the re-
sult of the passage of this bill will be
able to be a more effective individual and
make a more important contribution to
our national economy.

We now know telephones are not a
luxury. Of course, where persons can-
not afford them, they have to deny them-
selves because of the other financial de-
mands made upon them in the conduct
of the home and the family. But where
a person is in a financial position where
he can reasonably have a telephone, he
finds that it is no longer a luxury; it
is a necessity, not only from the angle
of business but from the angle of happi-
ness and contentment.

I have no farm in my district, but I
am rather proud of my votes in relation
to the farmers, and I think I can place
my voting record against that of anyone
who represents an agricultural district
and who considers he has a perfect voting
record,

I am not afraid of this bill. I am for
it. Instead of being afraid of it, I ap-
plaud it. It is a natural step to make
after rural electrification. In this in-
tense age in which we are living, with its
tremendous economic system, it is a
natural follow-up of rural electrification.
The committee has reported out a bill
which has been very carefully considered.
An amendment will be offered so as to
assure on the State level that there will
be no unreasonable, unfair, or improper
competition with telephone companies
already in existence. I do not think the
amendment is necessary. The bill covers
that, but nevertheless there is no harm
in putting the amendment in because it
will expressly set forth protection to tele-
phone companies already in existence. I
am absolutely in favor of this bill. There
is nothing dangerous about it. It is a
strong, healthy, normal, natural step to
take. I hope the bill will be passed by
this body and will quickly beccme law.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the’
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex-
pired. All time has expired.

The Clerk will read the bill for amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That it is hereby de-
clared to be the policy of the Congress that
adequate telephone service be made generally

available in rural areas through the improve-
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ment and expansion of existing telephone
facilities and the construction and operation
of such additional facilities as are required
to assure the availability of adequate tele-
phone service to the widest practicable num-
ber of rural users of such service. In order
to effectuate this policy, the Rural Electrifi-
cation Act of 1936 is amended as hereinafter
provided.

Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I am a member of the
Committee on Agriculture. I was there
during the hearings on the bill. I
offered an amendment in the full com-
mittee to strike out the section on page
4, line 1, starting with the words “and
provided further” down through line 6,
concluding with the word “areas”.

The purpose of the amendment, which
was defeated by one vote in the com-
mittee, is to do away with special class
legislation, which I consider unconstitu-
tional. This amendment by perchance
was not in the first bill which we had on
this rural telephone company, but was
an amendment which was subscribed to
and introduced by the American Tele-
phone Co. to protect big interests. My
idea on this bill is that it is a good bill.
We need it. I do not think, however,
that we ought to give 6 months’ prefer-
ence or priority to big companies to do
away with the 2-percent interest to take
care of the rural telephone situation.
It so happens that at any time you have
money at 2-percent interest your big
businesses will gobble up all that money
and will not give your co-ops a chance to
build the telephone lines which are so
badly needed, and the results of this bill.

I think we should not put this provi-
sion in the bill and should not give prior-
ity to any special class, but in turn
should have it open for all to apply and
let your Administrator determine the one
who should be the borrower of this
money to provide more telephones for
the rural areas.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, SUTTON, 1 yield.

Mr. YATES. I agree with the gentle-
man that this bill is a good bill in its
intention. I intend to support it. I
think, however, some amendments
should be made to section 201. I should
like to refer the gentleman’s attention,
inasmuch as he is on the Committee on
Agriculture, to page 3 of the bill and the
last proviso appearing on that page,
starting at line 22 in which it is stated
that the Administrator in making loans
shall give preference to persons provid-
ing telephone service in rural areas and
to public bodies, cooperatives, and so
forth. It was my understanding that
this bill seeks to give preference to all
persons who shall provide telephone
service in rural areas, whether they be
private companies, public bodies, coop-
eratives, nonprofit companies, or other-
wise. I frankly cannot understand what
the language of that proviso means in
seeking to give preference to persons
providing telephone service in rural
areas. Is it not the purpose of this bill
to help all people who do that?

Mr. SUTTON. That is correct.

Mr, ALBERT. Lir. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. SUTTON. 1 yield.

Mr. ALBERT. That simply gives first
priority to those who are operating at
the time of the effective date of this act.

Mr, YATES. Where does it say that?

Mr. ALBERT. It says to give prefer-
ence to persons “providing telephone
service,” That is in the present tense.
It was put in for that express purpose.
All the telephone companies came be-
fore the committee and requested it say-
ing that the language as previously
written did not give first priority to those
who are now in the business. They said
the sequence of language used in the bill
indicated the order of preference. So
we took those who are now giving tele-
phone service and put them first on the
list to make no mistake about the fact
that top priority would be given to those
companies, associations, and individuals
in the business furnishing rural tele-
phone service at the time of the effective
date of the act.

Mr. YATES. If the gentleman will
yield further, I would like to point out
that that is not what the language says.
The language says, “shall give prefer-
ence to persons providing telephone
service in rural areas.” My understand-
ing of the law is that the term “persons”
includes public bodies, cooperatives,
nonprofit institutions, and others as well.
So that it is intended by this law that all
persons who give telephone service in
rural areas are to be given the benefits
of this act. I think seme clarifying lan-
guage should be inserted, if that was the
intention of those who drafted the bill,
to give those private existing services
preference.

Mr. ALBERT. The word ‘“persons”
includes every agency or individual that
the gentleman has mentioned. It only
distinguishes as between those who are
giving it at the time the act becomes ef-
fective, and those who come into the pic-
ture later on.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. SUTTON]
has expired.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman’s
time be extended 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. YATES. Will the gentleman
yield further?

Mr. SUTTON. I yield.

Mr. YATES. Is it the intention of
the committee, then, that private indus-
try providing telephone service shall be
given preference, or is it the intention
of the committee that all persons pro-
viding that service shall be on a par?

Mr. ALBERT. All persons, including
individuals, private companies, and
everyone.

Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Chairman, I have
ne desire whatsoever to ruin this bill.
I am for rural electrification and I am
for rural telephones. This idea that
some have advocated today, that there
is some feeling toward scme member of
the Committee on Agriculture, or some-
thing—I do not believe such a thing
exists in the House, to the extent that
they would vote against a bill because
of a personality.
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Mr. McCORMACK. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUTTON. I yield.

Mr. McCORMACEK. There is nothing
to that except that many of us are hope-
ful that some of our good friends will see
the lightning by our very broad concept

Chairman,

of our duty.
Mr. SUTTON. I thank the gentle-
man. I voted for rent control when it

hurt me in my district. I voted for the
housing bill whan it hurt me in my dis-
trict. I voted to repeal the Taft-Hartley
law when it hurt e in my distriet. I
knew my country needed it. So, per-
chance, my distinguished majority leader
and others will look on this national pro-
gram like I am on this telephone bill.
It is a national need. Perhaps it affects
my district more than it does the district
of the distinguished majority leader, or
other districts. The distinguished ma-
jority leader believes in national policies
like T do. As a result, he votes to help
other districts just as I try to do.the
same thing.

I do not believe the House of Repre-
sentatives will do othe-wise. Our great
majority leader is our leader. He leads
us along that line. I am offering this
amendment, when the proper time
comes, to strike out this provision, to try
to help the co-ops throughout the coun-
try and try to help the farmers to get
telephones, because private concerns up
to date have not put telephones in the
remote areas. If you give them this 6
months’' preference fto borrow all the
money they can get, we will not get any
more telephones in those remote areas
than we have today. I hope that when
this amendment is offered it will be
agreed to, because I am trying to provide
more telephones in the remote areas of
the United States.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SUTTON. I yield.

Mr. YATES. In view of what the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma has said to me,
that it is the intention of the committee
to give this preference at the present
time to those who furnish the service, I
am inclined to agree with the gentleman
from Tennessee that there is no further
need to give an additional 6 months’
preference to those already giving the

- service.

Mr. SUTTON. That was my idea in
the Committee on Agriculture. They
have priority and they do not need this
additional 6 months to be the only ones
who can apply for this money.

I hope that when this amendment is
presented it will be adopted and we will
straighten out this bill,

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, SUTTON. I yield.

Mr. COOLEY. Is it not a fact, how-
ever, that without this provision in the
bill, private companies would not, in all
probability, get any leans at all, by au-
thority of the bill, because the co-ops
would then come in and make applica-
tion for all the available money, and the
private companies would be left entirely
out of the picture.
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Mr. SUTTON. My interpretation to
the chairman of my committee is found
on page 3, lines 22, 23, 24, and 25:

Provided, however, That the Administrator,
in making such loans, shall give persons pro-
viding telephone service in rural areas.

That means that existing companies
already have the preference.

Mr. COOLEY. That is right. Suppose
a private company were perfectly willing
to provide the service?

Mr. SUTTON. They would still be
given preference.

Mr. COOLEY. Not unless they were
already in the area, serving the area.

Mr. SUTTON. Under this provision
on page 4, no person, no concern, no co-
op could even apply for a loan within 6
months; your existing companies would
have priority. No one else could apply
for them.

Mr. COOLEY. That is what the com-
mittee intended, to give an exclusive
right to private companies for the first
6 months.

Mr. SUTTON. That is why I disagree
as to that provision.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Tennessee has expired.

WHOSE OX IS BEING GORED NOW?

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorb.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. MULTER. Mr.Chairman,through
most of this session we have heard much
of the Ilegislation that was offered
attacked as socialistic, communistic, and
sectionalistic. We have also heard at-
tacks on subsidies to business.

Today I sat back and listened with
considerable amusement to some of the
men who shouted loudest about socialism
and communism taking over our country
if we enacted some of the bills that we
passed. Some of these were the same
voices that were raised against big-city
legislation that this Congress has passed
at this session. The exhibition of men-
tal agility was fascinating to say the
least, as these men established to their
own satisfaction, that there was nothing
sectionalistic, communistic, or socialistic
about passing this bill to aid the estab-
lishment of a good rural telephone sys-
tem in our country, and that Govern-
ment aid to private enterprise to ac-
complish that purpose was not improper
subsidization. I could easily bring my-
self to vote against this bill if I cared
to adopt any of the puerile arguments
urged against extension of rent controls
and enactment of a slum clearance and
public housing program.

Despite the fact that there is not a
single farm in my district, nor, so far
as I know, a single absentee farm owner
living there, I will support this bill. I
do so because I think it is a good bill and
accomplishes for a part of the country
something that the farmers need. I do
it knowing that the largest part of the
funds must come from the urban areas.
It matters not whose ox is gored. I will
cast my vote for or against legislation
by determining what I think is good for
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the country, knowing that what helps a
part of the country helps all of the
country.

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the pro forma amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, we all have in mind the
same objective; we are not out to toma-
hawk privately owned telephone com-
panies; we are not out to hurt anybody;
we are out to do the greatest good to the
greatest number. I have in mind cer-
tain areas that are served by privately
owned telephone companies. If they
will extend their lines and render the
people service by continuing and by ex-
tending lines under this proposed act
then the people will have good service
and we shall not have hurt private in-
dustry. On the other hand, I have a
large area in my district served by a
little company that is not affiliated with
the Southern Bell Telephone & Telegraph
Co. All in the world they want for this
first 6 months’ is an opportunity to take
advantage of the loans that are obtain-
able under this act, and they will serve
their people. So if you leave this lan-
guage as it is in the bill, it has been care-
fully worked out by men who are inter-
ested in the public good, all will be well.
It is not an easy matter to decide the
proper thing to do about an amendment
that is suddenly offered on the floor to
a measure that has been carefully
studied and drawn by good men and
drawn in a manner that I believe will
attract the most support from the mem-
bership of this body and render the
greatest good to the people who are to
be served. I hope that we do not hastily
disturb the conclusion to which this fine
bedy of men comprising this committee
has come.

Mr, JONES of North Carolina. Mr,
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

Mr, Chairman, this legislation to pro-

vide rural telephone service, with some
assistance from the Government, ap-
peals to me. I am heartily in favor of it.
The need is very acute and means much
to the improvement of the standard of
living of the rural! population involving
as it does improved business contacts and
much real joy and happiness to the home
life of the countryside.

I have been impressed with the ex-
treme pleasure and great benefit that
comes to a family from installation of
rural phones and rural electricity. I
own a very good average farm of 330
acres which is adjacent to the city of
Charlotte, N. C., where I live. The farm
is located about 12 miles from Charlotte
and is a better farm than I am entitled
to own. In other words, it is a better
farm than I am a farmer, inasmuch as I
have spent the major part of my life
practicing law. But I get a lot of pleas-
ure out of the farm and do not lose too
much money in my operations each year.

There is one real experience of genuine
satisfaction that has come to me from
my agricultural efforts the last few years.
To wit: The revelation of what rural
telephones and electricity, including
radios, can bring to the lives of those
good, hard-working, earnest farmers who
produce our necessary farm products
throughout the years. About 4 years ago
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I realized what the workers on my farm
were missing and that I was really negli-
gent in not providing rural electricity
and telephones for them. I did this at a
relatively small cost and the result has
been a genuine satisfaction to me which
transcends the financial expenditure
incurred.

I was at my farm last week end and
was touched with the satisfaction of
these good citizens. The radio was run-
ning, the telephone was ringing, and
electricity incidental to farm life had
really transformed the lives of my ten-
ants, added to their efficiency, and saved
them much physical labor. There were
still the chickens, guineas, ducks, horses,
calves, pigs, and other features that
have always made farm life most attrac-
tive. So, with the additional benefiis
that have been added by way af elec-
tricity and telephone, I really felt that
they were living on a better plane than
I in the city of Charlotte and that I
would improve my status by moving to
the farm.

I am ashamed to say that my native
State of North Carolina is very far be-
hind in rural telephones, although we
have the second greatest number of
farms in any State in the Union. Texas,
of course, is first with its very much
larger area than the Tarheel State.
North Carolina has 287412 farms.
Texas has 384,977 farms. North Caro-
lina has only 14,539 people reporting
telephones, which is just 5.1 percent of
the population. Whereas, some of the
States, like Illinois, run as high as 60.7
percent of the population. So, I hope
that our people in North Carolina will
take advantage of the opportunity pro-
vided by the passage of this bill, which
I predict will pass, and greatly add to
the number of telephones in our State,
which is also true of many other States,
especially in the South.

The terms are most reasonable—only
2 percent over a period of 35 years, to be
loaned by the Rural Electrification Ad-
ministration in the same efficient man-
ner as the electrical installations have
been handled, which have resulted in the
extension of electricity to more than
4,000,000 rural customers who enjoy the
blessings of this service at a very rea-
sonable price. The loans will be made
not only to individuals, but to independ-
ent telephone companies which need as-
sistance in the extension of service to
rural homes. The loans will be so han-
dled by the REA that it will not provide
any unnecessary competition in render-
ing its services to any particular com-
munity or communities. It should not
be necessary, and I am satisfied that

the REA will manage the extension in

such a way as to prevent any unfair
competition which is most essential to
a successful operation under the pro-
visions of this bill.

In briefly investigating this bill, may I
quote a statement made by the Honorable
Charles F. Brannan, Secretary of Agri-
culture, before the subcommittee of the
House Committee on Agriculture at one
of its hearings on this important subject:

Ever since you have been talking, Mr.
Chairman, and some other people have been
talking, about a rural telephone bill, we in
the Department of Agriculfure have been ex-
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‘premely interested in it. We have been most
anxious to see whether or not such a plan
would be feasible and how it could be carried
on with a minimum amount of expense and
the least amount of administrative structure.
We are certainly most anxzious to contribute
whatever we can to the success of whatever
legislation the committee may finally rec-
ommend to the floor and would ultimately
become law,

I do not think I should take the time of the
committee this morning to recite the lmpor-
tant arguments in favor of such legislation.
I know they have been ably stated by Claude
Wickard when he was over here and I am sure
the Administrator of the REA and I know,
they are being ably stated right now to the
committee by Mr. Ellis and many other wit-
nesses,

I would like to say to you this morning
that we in the Department of Agriculture,
and I personally, are very strongly in favor
of some move in the direction of bringing to
the rural people of this country equality and
parity of living opportunities along with the
rest of this Nation. Of all the items, it seems
to me, to which farm people are entitled—
perhaps entitled is not the correct word, but
it is essential to giving them an opportunity
to enjoy the standard of living which the rest
of the people in this country are enjoying—
one of the most important is telephone
service.

Certainly they are even more in need of it
than people who live in densely populated or
semidensely populated communities. There
the access to the facilities and to medical
assistance and emergency types of assistance
of all character is within shouting distance
and can be reached in very short order by
foot or by word of mouth. Out in the farm
areas of this country there are many times
that emergencies arise, which, without the
aid of some quick means of communication,
turn a simple accident into a very serious

one and perhaps in some cases a fatality re-
sults.

In conclusion, I earnestly urge the pas-
sage of this bill for improved rural tele-
phone service, knowing of what real value
it will be to the rural life of America.

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I am in
favor of this bill and will, of course,
support the pending amendments which
will give ample protection to privately
owned, independent telephone services.
I could not adequately serve my own
great State of Washington were I not
for this bill. Ninety-three and five-
tenths percent of the 79,887 farms in the
State of Washington—according to the
farm census of 1945—are electrified.
However, the same census indicates that
only 44.4 percent of the same number of
farms have telephone service. In fact,
the number of farms without telephones
exceeds the number of farms in the State
of Washington with telephones by almost
10,000. In other words, 35,502 farms
have telephones, while the big total of
44,385 are without telephones. Nor has
the situation improved very much since
the 1920 census. That was a period of
great farm prosperity and at that time
42.2 percent of the total farms in the
State then had telephones. In 1945, 25
years later, the percentage has increased
only 2.2 percent. I suggest that this per-
centage of rise in 25 years is eloquent.
It points graphically to the fact that we
have made small progress in the impor-
tant field of rural communications.

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the requisite number
of words.
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Mr. Chairman, this measure, H. R.
2960, provides for further encroachment
by the Federal political authority upon
freedom and private enterprise. Social-
ism marches on.
The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 2. The Rural Electrification Act of
1936 is amended by inserting at the begin-
ning thereof the caption: “Title 1.”

Sec. 3. Section 2 of the Rural Electrifica-
tion Act of 1936 is amended by inserting after
the word “service” the words “and for the
purpose of furnishing and improving tele-
phone service in rural areas”; and by insert-
ing after the words “electrification of” the
words “and the furnishing of adequate tele-
phone service in."”

Sec. 4. (a) Subsection (a) of section 3 of
the Rural Electrilcation Act of 1936 1is
aniended by inserting after the words “or
systems' the words "“and for the purpose of
financing or refinancing the improvement,
expansion, construction, acquisition, and op-
eration of facilities to render telephone
service.”

(b) Bubsection (c) of section 3 of the
Rural Electrification Act of 1936 is amended
by striking out the words “for the purposes of
this act” and by inserting in lieu thereof the
words "for loans for rural electrification pur-
suant to sections 4 and 5 of this title.”

(c) Subsection (d) of section 3 of the
Rural Electrification Act of 1936 is amended
by inserting after the words “available for"
the words “rural electrification.”

(d) Subsection (e) of section 3 of the
Rural Electrification Act of 1936 is amended
by inserting after the word “sums” in the
proviso the words “for rural electrification
loans.”

{e) Section 4 of the Rural Electrification
Act of 1936 is amended by inserting after the
words “to make loans” the words “for rural
electrification.”

(f) Section 7 of the Rural Electrification
Act of 1936 is amended by inserting after the
words “section 4" in the second paragraph
thereof the words "or section 201 of this
Act.” i

Sec. 5. The Rural Electrification Act of
1936 is further amended by adding the fol-
lowing new title:

“TrrLE I1

“Sec. 201. From such sums as are from
time to time made available by the Congress
to the Administrator for such purpose, pur-
suant to section 3 of the Rural Electrifica-
tion Act of 1936, as amended, the Adminis-
trator 1s authorized and empowered to make
loans under the same terms and conditions
as are provided in section 4 of said act, for
the purpose of financing or refinancing the
improvement, expansion, construction, ac-
quisition, and operation of telephone lines,
facilities, or systems to furnish and improve
telephone service in rural areas: Provided,
however, That the Administrator, in making
such loans, shall give preference to persons
providing telephone service in rural areas,
and in public bodies, cooperative, nonprofit,
limited dividend, or mutual associations:
And provided further, That for 6 months
from and after the effective date of this
act, no applications for loans shall be re-
ceived by the Administrator except from per-
sons who on the effective date of this act
are engaged in the operation of existing
telephone service in rural areas. The Ad-
ministrator in making such loans shall, in-
sofar as possible, obtain assurance that the
telephone service to be furnished or improved
thereby will be made available to the widest
practicable number of rural users. When it
is determined by the Administrator to be
necessary in order to furnish or improve tele-
phone service in rural areas, such loans may
be made for the improvement, expansion,
construction, acquisition, and operation of
telephone lines, facilities, or systems without
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regard to their geographical location. Loans
under this section shall not be made unless
the Administrator finds and certifies that in
his judgment the security therefor is reason=
ably adequate and such loan will be repaid
within the time agreed.

“SEc. 202, Nothing contained in this act
shall be construed to deprive any State com-
mission, board, or other agency of jurisdic-
tion, under any State law, now or hereafter
effective, to regulate telephone service which
is not subject to regulation by the Federal
Communications Commission, under the
Communications Act of 1934, including the
rates for such service.

“SEc. 203. As used in this title, the term
‘telephone service' shall be deemed to mean
any communication service whereby sounds,
signals, signs, writing, or pictures of all kinds
are transmitted or received with the use of
electricity, including but not limited to wire,
wireless, or wire carrier transmittal and re-
ception, and shall include all telephone lines,
facilities, or systems used in the rendition
of such service; but shall not be deemed to
mean telegraph services or facilities, or radio
broadcasting services or facilities within the
meaning of section 3 (0) of the Communica-
tions Act of 1934, as amended.”

Mr., POAGE (interrupting the reading
of the bill). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be considered
as read and open to amendment at any
point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the committee amendment.

The clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment:

Page 4, line 18, after the word “agreed”, in-
sert the following: “nor shall such loan be
made in any State which now has or may
hereafter have a State regulatory body hav-
ing authority to regulate telephone service
and to require certificates of convenience
and necessity to the applicant unless such
certificate from such agency is first obtained.”

Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Chairman, 1
offer an amendment to the committee
amendment.

The clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GATHINGS: On
page 4, line 18, after the word “agreed”, strike
out the remainder of the sentence through
line 23 and insert in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing: “nor shall any such loan be made in
any State which now has or may hereafter

“have a Btate regulatory body having author-

ity to regulate telephone service unless upon
a finding made by such regulatory body that
such loan will be in the public interest with
respect to the development of telephone serv-
ice in the community or area to be served.”

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Is the
gentleman’s amendment offered as a sub-
stitute for the committee amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
so understand, the way it is prepared.

Mr, GATHINGS. Mr. Chairman, a
frirther parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it,

Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fered the amendment when we reached
the point where the Clerk stopped read-
ing. I sent it to the desk a few moments
ago. I am not attempting to substitute
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for any language that the gentleman in
charge of the bill proposes.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair weuld
say that it is a proper substitute for the
committee amendment,

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, a
point of order.

Mr. CHAIRMAN., The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. JENNINGS. The amendment that
the gentleman now offers is in substance
the same as the committee amendment
which has just been read, and which I
understand was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Arkansas had the right to offer his
substitute. He was on his feet at the
time.

Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Chairman, I
offer this amendment to bring out the
very conclusions, in my judgment, that
the Committee on Agriculture attempted
to write into this bill when we read this
bill for amendment in committee. It
differs quite a bit from the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas as
a committee amendment. My amend-
ment differs in that it would cover all
of the 44 States that have State regu-
latory bodies having authority to issue
certificates or who have authority to
make loans to cooperatives. " There are
4 States in this Union that have no
State regulatory bodies whatever. The
amendment actually written into the bill
by the committee covers only 14 States
of the Union, namely, Arkansas, Cali-
fornia, Colorado, Maryland, Minnesota,
New Hampshire, North Dakota, West
Virginia, Wyoming, Alabama, Ohio, Ok-
lahoma, North Carolina and Wisconsin.
I am of the opinion that the amendment
offered by the committee a moment ago
applies only to 14 States of the Union.
My amendment strikes out the words
“convenience and necessity” and pro-
vides that it shall cover 44 States, all
States in the Nation that do have such
regulatory bodies. ;

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GATHINGS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Colorado.

Mr. CARROLL. Does the gentleman
know of any reason why the committee
drafted this amendment to include only
15 instead of 44 States?

Mr. GATHINGS. I know of no action
taken by the Committee on Agriculture
on the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Texas. I was not advised
that the committee ever anticipated con-
sidering this specific amendment. When
the original language of the bill was
voted on it was the opinion of the com-
mittee that all 44 States would be in-
cluded.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the

gentleman yield?

Mr. GATHINGS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. With respect to the
amendment offered by the committee and
the gentleman’s own amendment, what
would be the effect of such amendments
on States such as the one from which
I come, where municipal corporations and
cooperatives are not covered by regula-
tion by a State regulatory body? As

I understand the language of this amend-
ment, it would require cooperatives and
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municipal corporations which do not now
have to go to the State regulatory com-
mission for approval of their service or
any branch of that service to come to
the State regulatory agency in order to
get approval for any loan, as I under-
stand it, under the form of both amend-
ments.

Mr. GATHINGS. The amer.dment of-
fered by the gentleman from Texas uses
the words “convenience and necessity,”
and applies, as I said, to 14 States. If
you strike out the words “convenience
and necessity” and adopt my amendment
you would reach all 44 States that have
regulatory bodies. There are only 14
States in the Nation that have author-
ity to issue certificates of convenience
and necessity to cooperatives. By using
the words “convenience and necessity,”
as included in the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. PoAGE],
you narrow it down to 14 States. My
amendment would let it be a real States
rights amendment and let them go back
to the States and have the State regula-
tory bodies pass on the applications.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GATHINGS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. ALBERT. Would not the gentle-
man’'s amendment put the Congress in
the position of requiring a State to take
certain action, charging the State with
certain responsibility, which is beyond
the scope of our legislative process?

Mr. GATHINGS. 1 disagree with the
gentleman from Oklahoma. We just say
that the State itself shall pass on it. The
State has a better opportunity to ap-
praise the situation. The agency is there
for that purpose. This language is not
going beyond the scope of the legislative
prerogatives of Congress. It sets no
precedent in that respect.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GATHINGS. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina, the chair-
man of the Committee on Agriculture.

Mr. COOLEY. Suppose there is no
regulatory body in the State, who then
would be charged with the responsibility
of making the decision to the effect that
the application was in the interest of the
general welfare?

Mr. GATHINGS. Under the terms of
the bill, the people in those four States
could make their applications to Wash-
ington until such time as those four
States should pass legislation setting up
such a body.

Mr. COOLEY. Idid nothave reference
to the bill. I understand the bill. I am
asking the gentleman, under his lan-
guage, who would be charged with that
responsibility ?

Mr. GATHINGS. The amendment
would in no wise affect States that do not
have such State agencies. In those four
States the Administrator of Rural Elec-
trification would have the power to pass
on all applications. My amendment
could not give powers to a nonexisting
State department.

I feel that the authority to pass on
these applications is a State function.
In this amendment we leave it up to the
State body to make the determination
whether the extension of the lines in any
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locality is in the public interest. Con-
gress has frequently. utilized a State
agency to administer Federal legislation.
Under the Federal Motor Carriers Act of
1935 joint bodies were set up consisting
of Federal and State and authorized by
this Federal act to hear applications for
certificates of convenience and necessity.

In road legislation which Congress en-
acts we write into the law that the State
must match the funds dollar for dollar.
This is nothing new. I trust that you
will adopt this States’ right amendment
which will apply to all States that have
provided agencies within their borders.

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I
do not believe that anyone could repre-
sent a rural district and not favor the
rural telephone legislation. I have lis-
tened with a great deal of interest to
both sides of the debate this afternoon.
I do not question the sincerity of those
who are opposed, but I do observe that
for the most part, they include men who
have never lived out of reach of a tele-
phone and a light switch. As a matter
of fact, I doubt if very many of them
ever drove an automobile on a muddy
road. They simply do not know what
they are talking about and they have
not the slightest conception of the prob-
lem for which we are trying here today
to find a solution.

The cry of socialism has been raised
against the measure. That is always the
first yell of the reactionary. It wasraised
against the first proposal to let the Fed-
eral Government do some harbor work.
This was way back in the early years of
the last century. It hasbeen raised every
time that anyone has tried to do some-
thing for the common man.

During the depression years, the Re-
publican Administration, then in power,
initiated the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation for the purpose of bailing
out some of the great financial institu-
tions of the country. Millions and mil-
lions of dollars were poured into these
institutions and most of them were saved.
There was then no objection to Govern-
ment participation. However, the de-
pression was not cured, and this same
Reconstruction Finance Corporation had
to make some loans to smaller enter-
prises and finally to individuals—poor
people who were out of work and going
hungry. Then the cry of socialism was
raised.

Agriculture was in a desperate condi-
tion. Those of us from the South re-
member very well 5-cent cotton. When
the Democratic administration took the
necessary steps to place agriculture on
a parity with other important factors of
our economy, the cry of socialism was
again heard.

It was raised against the Rural Elec-
trification Administration—the parent
organization which will administer the
rural telephones.

In the early days, the power companies
objected to the Rural Electrification Ad-
ministration. Today, so far as I know
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they do not object at all and they re-
gard the local co-ops as good customers.
So, I cannot become too upset by the
cry of socialism that is raised against
the rural telephone proposal. It is not
socialism at all. It is merely making
available to the private operators of
telephone exchanges the funds necessary
to extend their lines into the back
country areas which are not now being
served. The Government is not going
into the telephone business. It may ad-
vance the money to project the lines,
but it will do so only after the most rigid
investigation and upon satisfactory as-
surance that the new system will ulti-
mately repay the loan and remain self-
supporting.

I hope the measure will pass and if
after it does my friends from the big
cities have any doubt in their minds that
it is a valuable measure, let me suggest
that they convince themselves, by a
very simple experiment, that these tele-
phones are necessary and that if they
themselves were in the places of our
constituents they, too, would be in favor
of them. Now, this is the experiment I
wish they would perform:

Just disconnect the telephone at home
and insist that wives and families live
without its convenience for a period of
48 hours. Then, let them picture living
without a telephone way off in the
country. Suppose it was raining and
the roads were impassable and one of
the kids took sick. Suppose somebody
cut an artery or had an acute attack of
appendicitis. It would not be very nice
living that way. Thousands of my peo-
ple do. For us to put a helping hand
under the elbow of each one of these is
no more going to make Socialists of
them than did rural electrification. On
the contrary, this will simply be one
more move toward making more secure
that most essential backbone of our
democratic way of life—the family farm.

Mr, HOPE., Mr. Chairman, I offer a
perfecting amendment to the commit-
tee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HorE amending
the committee amendment, by adding at the
end thereof the following on page 4, line 23:
“in a State in which there is no such agency
cr regulatory body legally authorized to issue
such certificates to the applicant the Admin-
istrator shall determine, and his determina-
tion shall be final, that the loan sought to
be obtained will not result in the duplication
of telephone service to subscribers who are
already receiving adequate and reliable tele-
phone service.”

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is offered as a perfecting
amendment to the committee amend-
ment for the purpose of setting up in
those States which do not have regula-
tory commissions, with authority to issue.
certificates of convenience and necessity,
some method by which it can be deter-
mined that existing service which is ade-
quate and reliable will not be duplicated.
I take it that is what the gentleman from
Arkansas is trying to do by his amend-
ment, but I think he is going at it in the
wrong way.

In the first place, as was said by the
gentleman from Oklahoma in his inter-
rogation of the gentleman from Arkan-
sas, Congress is telling the States that
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they must have their regulatory commis-
sions assume powers which the State laws
of those States do not give those com-
missions and must make determinations
which they are not authorized to make
by the laws of their own States. I sub-
mit that is a matter for the States them-
selves to determine. After we pass this
legislation, if the State legislatures of
ary of these States think that there
should be authority given the State com-
missions to deal with this subject, then,
of ccurse, it will be the right and prerog-
ative of the State legislatures to do that.

But my amendment to the committee
amendment, if adopted, takes care of the
situation, I think, in a perfectly satis-
factory way and takes care of the entire
matter with respect to the possibility of
duplication.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

M ‘. HOPE. I yield.

Mr. YATES. Does not the gentleman
think, however, that his purpose would
be served by not adopting either the com-
mittee amendment or his amendment to
the committee amendment? Inthat case
will not the applicant assume that it is
under the jurisdiction of the State regu-
latory body and will not such applicant
be compelled to come to the State any-
way for approval of either a loan or the
extension of facilities? If the municipal
corporation and cooperative is not under
the jurisdiction of the State regulatory
agency, it will not be compelled to do
that. It will then only be compelled to
go to the Administrator, who has the job
of administrating the loan.

Mr. HOPE. That will be the case
under my amendment.

' Mr. YATES. Well, you do not need
either of the amendments, do you? If
neither of them is adopted, it will still
be the fact.
« Mi. HOPE. My amendment, I think,
answers the contention of some Members
who are very serious and very conscien-
tious, I think, in their desire to avoid the
construction of duplicating lines and re-
qnuires a finding to be made by the Ad-
ministrator before a loan can be approved
that there will not be a duplication of
t.lephone service which is already ade-
quate and reliable.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. I yield.

Mr. COOLEY. Is it not a fact that
if you eliminate the committee amend-
ment and the gentleman’s present pro-
posal, then we would have absolutely no
protection against duplication.

Mr. HOPE, That is correct.

Mr, COOLEY. And what the gentle-
man is doing now is trying to perfect the
committee amendment so as to prevent
duplication; is that not correct?

Mr. HOPE. Yes; and so as to cover
the situation in those States which do
not have laws requiring a certificate of
convenience and necessity before con-
struction can be undertaken.

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman
from Colorado.

Mr. CARROLL. I would like to have
the benefit of the gentleman’s experience
in the rural-electrification program.
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What is the procedure used today when
they give a loan for rural electrification?
Do they have to have a certificate of
convenience?

Mr. HOPE. That depends upon the
State laws. In some States it is required
and in others it is not.

Mr. CARROLL. Isthat not left to the
discretion of the Administrator?

Mr. HOPE. Yes.

Mr. CARROLL. It would seem to me
that the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Yares] makes a very good point, that if
it is left in those States that are not re-
quired to have a certificate of conven-
ience,where there are no State regulatory
bodies, the Administrator would make
the determination. In my State, for ex-
ample, where we have the certificate of
convenience and necessity, they would
undoubtedly have to clear with the State
regulatory body. It would seem to me
that both of these amendments are con-
fusing and conflicting, and they change
the Government policy.

Mr: COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, HOPE. I yield.

Mr. COOLEY. Is not that the very
purpose of the gentleman’s amendment,
to require the Administrator to make a
determination in States that have no
such regulatory body?

Mr. HOPE. Of course that is exactly
the purpose of this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Hore] has
expired.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, as author of the bill,
I have no right to speak for anybody

-else, but I think the clarifying amend-

ment offered by the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. HorEl, accomplishes every
legitimate contention of protection,
The committee amendment, as now
written, clearly takes care of every case
where the State law now authorizes or
may hereafter authorize a State com-
mission to make a finding requiring a
certificate of convenience and necessity.
In those States where the local law
makes provision for a certificate, it is
taken care of by the committee amend-
ment. By the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Kansas, in those States
where the States have not seen fit to
impose upon any State regulatory body
such powers, we say that the Adminis-
trator of REA shall make the determi-
nation that the prospective construction
would not result in undue duplication.
This Congress has the power to place
duties on the Administrator of REA, but
this Congress has no power to add ad-
ditional duties, responsibilities, or rights
to the regulatory bodies of the several
States. The State of Tennessee, the
State of Arkansas, the State of Ken-
tucky, or any of the rest of them, has
the right to establish for itself the kind
of regulatory body that State wants, and
impose upon those regulatory bodies
such rights and powers as the State leg-
islatures see fit. No action by this Con-
gress can either add to or detract from
the powers possessed by such a regula-
tory body. But we do say in this amend-
ment that in the event a State does not
see fit to make any provision for a find-
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ing in regard to the question of neces-
sity, then the Administrator must make
a finding, and we say that his finding
must be conclusive, because you must
have finality to these things.

Mr. GORE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE. 1 yield.

Mr. GORE. Do I understand the gen-
tleman to say that the committee amend-
ment makes no material change? It is
merely a recognition of the fact that
in any State which has a regulatory body
that does require a certificate of neces-
sity and convenience before a loan can
be made, then that custom must, of nec-
essity, be followed anyway; and the com-
mittee amendment is only a restatement
of that policy; but that in the States
which do not have regulatory bodies, the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Kansas then steps in and takes care
of that?

Mr. POAGE. That is exactly correct.
This Congress cannot go to the States

‘and say to the regulatory bodies, “You

must make a finding on this subject or
that.,” If we attempt to do that, any
court in this land would enjoin them,
but we can require a finding by the REA
Adminisirator, who is our own agent.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. POAGE. I yield.

Mr. ALBERT, Is it not also the in-
tention in the committee amendment
that in those States in which certificates
of convenience and necessity are re-
quired, where certain institutions, such
as municipalities, are exempt, that the
committee amendment simply gives that
authority, insofar as that authority now
exists, to regulate the service?

Mr. POAGE. That is exactly correct.
We recognize the State law. If a State
wants to require that you go to the library
board to get a certificate, you must do
it. Whatever the State requires, we
recognize the right of the State, and we
will require you to conform to the State
law before you come here to ask for any
money.

This is merely a lending bill; it is not
a regulatory bill. It merely sets out the
terms on which the REA can make loans.
We say that the first of these terms is
that the applicant must comply with the
laws of his State.

Mr. GATHINGS. I agree with the
gentleman that the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Kansas would
fit in right behind the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Poacel; and I think that there should
not be any duplication of lines. I think
that in those four States that do not
have regulatory bodies that they apply
to the Administrator.

Mr. POAGE. My time has expired. I
just want to say that as author of the
bill and as one member of the committee
I accept the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Kansas, and will be glad
to have the membership accept it, and
vote it up.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word and rise in
support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I will be as brief as

.possible. It seems to me that the amend-

ment offered by the gentleman from
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Kansas [Mr. HoPE] to the Committee
amendment, will take care of the situa-
tion fully and completely; and, certainly,
if that amendment is adopted it would be
wholly incompatible with the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Ar-
kansas [Mr. GATHINGS], I believe that
the Gathings amendment will be almost
impossible to enforce, because the courts
have found it very difficult to determine
just what is meant by the words “in the
public interest” all the way to the Su-
preme Court of the United States; they
have found it very difficult.

If you are going to require anybody to
make that sort of determination, in my
opinion, you might as well defeat this
measure, because you will so burden the
applicant with the necessity of obtaining
decisions and perhaps resisting injunc-
tions that you never would be able to
construct a rural line.

Under the committee amendment with
the Hope amendment added, if you have
a utilities commission in your State that
is authorized to issue these certificates of
convenience and necessity to coopera-
tive telephone companies, then that cer-
tificate must be obtained; but if no such
agency exists, then the administrator is
charged with the responsibility of so
finding.

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, COOLEY. I yield. :

Mr. JENNINGS. Let us not get our
feet tangled up on this proposition. The
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. HopE]l, the
chairman of this committee, and Mr.
POAGE, in my opinion, are exactly right;
they wish to have it so fixed in this act
that there shall not be duplicating tele-
phone lines to the detriment and loss of
everybody concerned. If you want that,
then adopt the committee amendment
and then the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. HOPE] and
you will have accomplished the thing
that all of us have in mind.

Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, COOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Arkansas.

Mr. GATHINGS. How many States
does the so-called committee amend-
ment apply to?

Mr. COOLEY. The committee amend-
ment, plus the Hope amendment, will
cover every State in the Union.

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, COOLEY. 1 yield.

Mr. NICHOLSON. I wish to ask this
question: In case there are no regula-
tory bodies in a State, the Administrator
or the Federal Government can step in
and grant these certificates. In my
State, for instance, he would be able to
do that over the wishes of the people of
the State.

Mr. COOLEY. No.

Mr. NICHOLSON. Does not the State
legislature have to pass some law?

Mr. COOLEY. The State legisiature
can create a regulatory body and charge
it with the responsibility of requiring
certificates of convenience and necessity
before the building of a line.

Mr. NICHOLSON. But if we have not
one, then the Federal Administrator can
step in.
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Mr., COOLEY. If the Hope amend-
ment is adopted the Federal Adminis-
trator can step in and find that there
is no duplication.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, COOLEY. I yield.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. The situ-
ation described by the gentleman from
Massachusetts can be remedied by the
State legislature providing a State board
to pass on it.

Mr. COOLEY. That is exactly right.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I hope
that the Hope amendment will be
adopted, that the committee amendment
will be adopted, and that the Gathings
amendment will be defeated.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, first, may I state what

.I understand the parliamentary situa-

tion to be.

The first vote will come on the Hope
amendment to the committee amend-
ment. It isin the nature of a perfecting
amendment. The second vote will come
on the Gathings substitute for the com-
mittee amendment, as it then may be,
either perfected or in its original form.
A final vote will come on the commitiee
amendment in whatever form it may
then be.

What is the situation the bill presents
without any amendment at all? With-
out any amendment the Administrator
will be empowered to make loans in any
State merely upon a finding that the se-
curity is adequate and that the loan will
probably be repaid. He will not have to
find that there is a need for additional
telephone service, or that the public in-
terest will be served or anything of that

-sort. The only thing required by the bill

in this sentence under amendment is

.that in the Administrator's judgment the

security is reasonably adequate and that
such loan will be repaid within the time
agreed upon.

The committee amendment adds to
that requirement by saying that if a
State has a law that its board shall make
a finding of convenience and necessity
then the Administrator may not make a
loan in such States until that board has
made that finding of convenience and
necessity. This seems desirable as far as
it goes.

This would leave some States, however,
without the necessity of any finding and
without the Administrator making any
finding in addition to this original find-
ing of the adequacy of the security.

The Hope amendment therefore pro-
poses to add to the committee amend-
ment the proviso that in those States
where a State board does not have this
obligation under State lew, the Admin-
istrator himself shall be required to
find that in addition to adequate secu-
rity there will be no duplication where
reasonably adequate service exists. That
amounts to a finding of convenience and
necessity and 1is obviously desirable
where a State does not itself make such
a requirement.

The substitute amendment offered by
the gentleman from Arkansas would re-
quire in lieu of either of these conditions
that in any and all States a State board
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should make a finding of public interest
before a loan could be made.

In those States where the States do
not have such a requirement, it would be
a mandatory directive from the Federal
Government superimposed upon the
State. That may be beyond our powers
and in any event is objectionable in prin-
ciple. Not only that, but in those States
where the set-up of the State board is
such that it has no machinery for public
hearings or no fund to conduct public
hearings, the peopie would be helpless
and would not be able to get any loan
under this act.

Unless the State boards have the ma-
chinery and the means to conduct hear-
ings and to make a finding of public in-
terest, the people could be left helpless
under the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arkansas.

It seems to me it is important, if you
want to insure that there will not be du-
plication and that no injury will be done
to existing lines, many of them mutual
cooperative lines, that we should adopt
the amendment oifered by the commit-
tee with the perfecting amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
Horel. Bear in mind the vote on the
Hope amendment will come first. Vote
for that amendment, then vote down the
substitute, then vote for the coramittee
amendment as perfected.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CASE of South Dakova. I yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I notice
in the Hope amendment that the words
“reliable service” are used. I wonder
what that means?

‘Mr. JENNINGS. That is when you
ring the bell and get the fellow you want
fo talk to.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. The gen-
tleman from Tennessee is both quick and
correct as usual.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield
to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. If the commit-
tee amendment is adopted and the Hope
amendment to the committe amendment
is not adopted, would there not be a se-
rious question whether or not any loans
could be made in certain States?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I think
that is a possibility. The danger would
be even greater under the substitute
amendment standing alone. Under that
if a State failed to act, the Administra-
tor's hands would be tied.

Mr. HAYS of Chio. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the requisite number
of words.

Mr. Chairman, I had not intended to
speak on this bill, but at this point I find
myself quite confused. The gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. SmITH], who is an ex-
pert on socialism, says this bill is social-
istic. The geutleman from Texas [Mr.
Poacel, whom I also recognize is an ex-
pert on socialism, says it is not. How-
ever, the gentleman from Texas con-
tended that Government housing was
socialism. Now, what I wonder is, do we
have two brands of socialism? Do we
have urban socialism and rural social-
ism? I happen to be a farmer, and my
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district is about equally divided between
urban population and rural population,
and I sincerely believe that we need
some sort of legislation to enable the
farmer in this day and age to have a
telephone. Farming has become mecha-
nized, and if a tractor or a machine
breaks down and the farmer has to drive
20 miles to get a part and finds that he
cannot get it, he is at a tremendous dis-
advantage. He has lost valuable time.
If he had had a phone, he could have
called and saved the trip and the time.

I want to be fair about this thing. I
do not want to vote for a so-called social-
istic proposition like housing for my ur-
ban constituents and vote against an al-
leged socialistic proposition for my rural
constituents. Again I wonder whether
we have two brands of socialism. Is it
socialism when you are against it and
not socialism when you are for it?

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. GREEN. It might be a good idea
for the gentleman to advise some of the
members of the committee that we have
to have houses to put telephones in.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Well, I thought

of that. That is a very good statement.
I would like to put some of. the socialistic
telephones in some of these socialistic
houses we are going to build. We might
as well be consistent about this thing.
Consistency is a virtue, and I want to be
virtuous.

I would like to point out to my more
conservative southern brethren that a
little consistency on their part might
help. Let them not only be for some-
thing when it helps the South. Let them
think of the country as a whole includ-
ing the North. I will alleviate the sus-
pense of the gentleman from Texas, the
author of this bill, and tell him I will not
be narrow and hold his inconsistency
against him. I will vote for his bill be-
cause I believe as I believed about the
housing bill, that it is good for the whole
country.

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the Hope
amendment be again read.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Nebraska?

There was no objection.

The Hope amendment was again read.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
the committee amendment and all
amendments thereto do close in 15
minutes.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, I think that this par-
ticular amendment establishes a new
policy if it becomes law, and I, for one,
am constrained to object unless there is
much greater consideration being given
to it.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
that all debate on the committee amend-
ment and all amendments thereto close
in 15 minutes.

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. YATES) there
were—ayes 130, noes 21,

So the motion was agreed to.
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Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr, Pricg, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H. R. 2960) to amend the Rural Elec-
trification Act to provide for rural tele-
phones, and for other purposes, had
come to no resolution thereon.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the REecorp and include an
editorial.

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE

Mr, PACE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on
Agriculture may have until midnight to-
night to file a report on the bhill H. R. 29.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR

Mr. EELLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the subcom-
mittee of the Committee on Education
and Labor may sit during general debate
during this week.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was 10 objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. GREEN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a speech made by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
DAVENPORT].

- Mr. RABAUT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include a letter.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have five legislative days in which
to revise and extend their remarks on
the pending rural telephone bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. HORAN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
RECORD.

Mr. VELDE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
RECORD.

Mr. NIXON (at the request of Mr.
VELDE) was given permission to extend
his remarks in the RECORD.

AIRPLANE ACCIDENTS

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I have today introduced a reso-
lution calling for an investigation and
research into the accidents, or the causes
of accidents, and especially locking for
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sabotage on the five planes that crashed
or nearly crashed within the last 5 days,
which undoubtedly would have crashed
if they had not been able to turn back
to land.

In addition there is the case of the
plane that crashed in Bombay, India,
carrying down and Kkilling 44 persons in-
cluding many newspapermen and women
and commentators whom we have known.
The matter should be investigated at
once. I hope the House will take early
action on my resolution.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. SHORT asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include two brief newspaper
articles.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTIONS SIGNED

Mrs. NORTON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills and a joint resolu-
tion of the House of the following titles,
which were thereupon signed by the
Speaker:

H.R.578. An act for the relief of Carlton
C. Grant and others;

H.R.599. An act for the relief of Victor
R. Browning & Co., Inc.;

H. R.2737. An act to establish the Medal
for Humane Action for award to persons

" serving in or with the armed forces of the

United States participating in the current
military effort to supply necessities of life
to the people of Berlin, Germany; and

H. J.Res. 287. Joint resolution extending
section 1302 (a) of the Social Security Act,
as amended, until June 30, 1950.

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill and a joint reso-
lution of the Senate of the following
titles:

B.70. An act to make effective in the Dis-
trict Court for the Territory of Alaska rules
promulgated by the Supreme Court of the
United States governing pleading, practice,
and procedure in the district courts of the
United States; and

S.J.Res. 114, Joint resolution to provide
an Iincrease in the authorizatlon for the
Federal National Mortgage Association.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 4 o'clock and 7 minutes p. m.) the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, July 13, 1949, at 12 o’clock
noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive commuhications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

757. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief
of Engineers, United States Army, dated Feb-
ruary 28, 1949, submitting a report, together
with accompanying papers and an illustra-
tion on a review of reports on the Mississippl
River between the Missouri River and Minne-
apolis, Minn., harbor facilities opposite Ham-
burg, Ill, requested by a resolution of the
Committee on Rivers and Harbors, House of
Representatives, adopted on September 186,
1946 (H. Doc. No. 254); to the Committee on
Public Works and ordered to be printed with
two 1llustrations.



9332

758. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief
of Engineers, United States Army, dated De-
cember 29, 1948, submitting a report, to-
gether with accompanying papers and an il-
lustration, on a review of reports on the
White and Arkansas Rivers with reference
to the Grand Prairie region, Arkansas, re-
quested by a resolution of the Committee on
Flood Control of the House of Representa-
tives, adopted on December 18, 1945 (H. Doc.
No. 255); to the Committee on Public Works
:;m ordered to be printed with an illustra-

on.

759. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief
of Engineers, United States Army, dated Feb-
ruary 28, 1949, submitting a report, together
with accompanying papers and an illustra-
tion on a review of reports on Biloxi Harbor,
Miss., with a view to providing a channel to
deep water in Mississippi Bound along the
east side of Deer Island and with a view to
providing a channel to Ott Bayou from the
channel leading to Back Bay, requested by
resolutions of the Committee on Rivers and
Harbors, House of Representatives, adopted
on October 21, 1938, and February 11, 1841
(H. Doc. No. 256) ; to the Committee on Pub-
lic Works and ordered to be printed with an
{llustration.

760. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief
of Engineers, United States Army, dated June
8, 1949, submitting a report, together with ac-
companying papers and an illustration on a
review of reports on the Mississippl River
harbor facilitles at Rock Island, Ill., re-

quested by a resolution of the Committee °

on Rivers and Harbors, House of Representa-
tives, adopted on September 18, 1945 (H. Doc.
No. 257); to the Committee on Public Works
and ordered to be printed with an illustra-
tion.

761, A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief
of Engineers, United States Army, dated May
19, 1949, submitting a report, together with
accompanying papers and an illustration, on
a review of reports on Tampa Harbor, Fla.,
submitted in response to a resolution of the
Committee on Rivers and Harbors, House of
Representatives, adopted on March 21, 1945
(H. Doc. No. 258); to the Committee on Pub-
lic Works and ordered to be printed with an
illustration.

762. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting supple-
mental estimates of appropriation for the
fiscal year 1950 and prior fiscal years in the
amount of §194,514,857.38, and proposed re-
scissions in the amount of $31,300,000, to-
gether with certain proposed provisions per-
taining to existing appropriations (H. Doc.
No. 259); to the Committee on Appropriations
and ordered to be printed. :

763. A letter from the Acting Secretary of
Commerce, transmitting a certification by the
Administrator of Civil Aeronautics of the cost
of rehabilitation and repair of damages
caused by the Unlited States Army Air Forces
at the Memphis Municipal Airport, Memphis,
Tenn,, in the amount of $112,174; to the Com-~
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

764. A letter from the Acting Secretary
of Commerce, transmitting certifications by
the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics of
the cost of rehabilitation and repair of dam-
ages caused by the United States military
forces at certain public airports; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

766. A letter from the Archivist of the
United States, transmitting a report on rec-
ords proposed for disposal, and lists or sched-
ules, or parts of lists or schedules covering
records proposed for disposal by certain Gov-
ernment agencies; to the Committee on
House Administration.

766. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief
of Engineers, United States Army, dated
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February 8, 1949, submitting a report, to-
gether with accompanying papers and an
illustration, on a review of reports on Bayfield
Harbor, Wis,, requested by a resolution of
the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, House
of Representatives, adopted on February 6,
1945 (H. Doc, No. 260); to the Committee on
Public Works and ordered to be printed with
one illustration.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. HERLONG: Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service. H. R. 87. A bill relating
to the promotion of veterans of World War
II in the field service of the Post Office De-
partment; with an amendment (Rept. No.
1010). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Unlon.

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. House Joint Resolution 2. Joint res-
olution proposing an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States providing for
the election of President and Vice President;
with an amendment (Rept. No. 1011). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. LYLE: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 280. Resolution providing for the
consideration of the hill (H. R. 4708) to
amend the United Nations Participation Act
of 19845, without amendment (Rept. No.
1012). Referred to the House Calendar,

Mr. EILDAY: Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. H. R. 540. A bill to provide terminal-
leave pay for certain officers of the Navy and
Marine Corps, and for other purposes; with
an amendment (Rept. No. 1013). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
Btate of the Union.

Mr. KILDAY: Committee on Armed Serv-
lces. H. R. 4050. A bill to authorize ad-
vances in pay to personnel of the Army,
Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps upon per-
manent change of station, and for other pur-
poses; with an amendment (Rept. No. 1014).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. pEGRAFFENRIED: Committee on
Armed Services. H. R. 5238. A bill to au-
thorize the adjustment of the lineal posi-
tions of certain officers of the naval service,
and for other purposes; with an amendment
(Rept. No. 1015). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, }

Mr. KILDAY: Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. S. 1639. An act to amend section
1452, Revised Statutes, relating to Presi-
dential action on the proceedings and de-
clsions of Navy retiring boards; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1016). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
Btate of the Union.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. Senate Concurrent Resolution 28.
Concurrent resolution favoring the suspen-
slon of deportation of certain aliens; with
an amendment (Rept. No. 1017). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. Benate Concurrent Resolution 29,
Concurrent resolution favoring the suspen-
sion of deportation of certain aliens; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 1018). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. Senate Concurrent Resolution 31.
Concurrent resolution favoring the suspen-
sion of deportation in certain cases; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 1019). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
clary, Senate Concurrent Resolution 32,
Concurrent resolution favoring the suspen-
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sion of deportation of certain aliens; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 1020). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. CLEMENTE: Committee on Armed
Bervices. H.R. b5508. A bill to amend the Army
and Air Force Vitalization and Retirement
Equalization Act of 1948; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1021). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. RIVERS: Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. 8. 1742. An act removing certain re-
strictions imposed by the act of March 8,
1888, on certain lands authorized by such act
to be conveyed to the trustees of Porter
Academy; without amendment (Rept. No.
1022). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. BURLESON: Committee on Foreign
Affairs. H.R. 4022. A bill to extend the time
for commencing the construction of a toll
bridge across the Rio Grande at or near Rio
Grande City, Tex., to July 81, 1950; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1023). Referred to
the House Calendar.

Mr. MORRIS: Committee on Public Lands.
H. R. 4886. A bill to amend an act entitled
“An act to provide for the adjustment of ir-
rigation charges on the Flathead Indian irri-
gation project, Montana, and for other pur-
poses,” approved May 25, 1948; with an
amendment (Rept. No. 1024), Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
Btate of the Union.

Mr. MORRIB: Committee on Public Lands.
H. R. 4762. A bill to amend title 25, section
247, of the Code of Laws of the United States
of America, to empower the courts to remit
or mitigate forfeitures; with an amendment
(Rept. No. 1025). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Union,

Mr. MORRIS: Committee on Public Lands.
H. R. 4025. A bill to transfer control over
Indian tribal funds to the Indian tribes;
with an amendment (Rept. No. 1026). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union,

Mr. COOLEY: Committee on Agriculture.
H. R. 29. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1038, as amended, to pro=-
vide parity for tung nuts, and for other pur-
poses; with an amendment (Rept. No. 1027).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. CURTIS:

H. R. 5589, A bill to extend indefinitely the
period in which title I of the Agricultural
Act of 1948 shall be applicable; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. KEOGH:

H.R. 5580. A bill to amend the Nationality
Act of 1940 with respect to the naturaliza-
tion of allen spouses of American citizens
employed by certain international organiza-
tions; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. EING:

H.R.5501. A bill to amend the Social Se-
curity Act, the Internal Revenue Code, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr, O'SULLIVAN:

H.R.55602. A bill to authorize the cancel-
lation, adjustment, and collection of certain
obligations due the United States, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

By Mr. SHORT:

H.R. b5593. A bill to promote economy and
efficiency in the National Military Establish-
ment by reorganization of the fiscal man-
agement of the National Military Establish-
ment; to the Committee on Armed Services.
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By Mr. SPENCE:

H.R.5504. A bill to amend the Export-
Import Bank Act of 194%, as amended (59
Stat. 526, 666; 61 Stat. 130), to vest in the
Export-Import Bank of Washington the
power to guarantee United States invest-
ments abroad; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

H.R.5595. A bill to amend the National
Housing Act, as amended, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

H. R. 5596, A bill to amend title IV of the
National Housing Act, as amended, and to
amend the Federal Home Loan Bank Act, as
amended, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr, BAILEY:

H.R. 5597. A bill to authorize the Admin-
istrator of Veterans' Affairs to sell or lease oil
and gas rights in the subsurface of the land
on which is situated the Veterans' Adminis-
tration facility at Clarksburg, W. Va.; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. RANKIN:

H. R. 5598, A bill to increase compensation
for World War I presumptive service-con-
nected cases, provide minimum ratings for
service-connected arrested tuberculosis, in-
crease certain disability and death compen-
sation rates, liberalize requirement for de-
pendency allowances, and redefine the terms
“line of duty” and “willful misconduct”; to
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs,

By Mr. SUTTON:

H. R.5599. A bill to repeal so much of the
Hatch Act as prohibits certain officers and
employees of the Federal and State Govern-
ments and members of the armed forces of
the United States from taking an active part
in political management or in political cam-
paigns; to the Committee on House Admin-
istration.

By Mr. WEICHEL:

H. R.5600. A bill to confirm and establish
the titles of the States to lands beneath
navigable waters within State boundaries
and natural resources within such lands and
waters and to provide for the use and control
of said lands and resources; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WOODRUFF:

H. R.5601. A bill to authorize the exchange
of certain lands of the United States situated
in Iosco County, Mich,, for lands within the
national forests of Michigan, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr, KEE:

H.R.5602. A bill to strengthen and en-
courage the democratic forces in China by au-
thorizing the Secretary of State to provide
for the relief of Chinese students in the
United States; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

By Mr. O'TOOLE:

H. R.5603. A bill to provide for the amend-
ment of the Fair Labor Standards Act of
1938, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. RANKIN (by request):

H.R. 5604. A bill to amend section 302 of
the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944,
as amended; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affalrs.

By Mr. RHODES:

H. R.5605. A bill to increase from $600 to
$1,000 the income-tax exemptions of an in-
dividual taxpayer for himself and for his
gpouse or other first dependent; to the Com-
m'ttee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. RANKIN (by request):

H.R.5606. A bill to facilitate cooperation
of recognized organizations with the Vet-
erans’ Administration; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. KEE:

H.R.5615. A bill to promote the forelgn
policy of the United States and to authorize
participation in a cocperative endeavor for
assisting in the development of economically
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underdeveloped areas of the world; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.
By Mr. RAINS:

H.R.5616. A bill to amend the National
Housing Act, as amended, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mrs, ROGERS of Massachusefts:

H. Res. 281. Resolution to authorize the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce to sit and act during the present Con-
gress at such times and places, whether or
not the House is sitting, has recessed, or has
adjourned, to hold such hearings, to require
the attendance of such witnesses and the
production of such books, papers, and docu-
ments, and to take such testimony, as it
deems necessary; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. JACOBES: :

H. Con. Res. 102. Concurrent resolution to
provide for the attendance of a joint com-
mittee to represent the Congress at the
eighty-third and final National Encampment
of the Grand Army of the Republic; to the
Committee on Rules. }

H. Con. Res. 103. Concurrent resolution to
provide funds for the expenses of the joint
committee created pursuant to H. Con. Res.
102; to the Committee on House Admin-
istration.

By Mr. PATTEN:

H. Con. Res. 104, Concurrent resolution to
seek development of the United Nations into
a world federation; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

FRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ADDONIZIO:
H. R. 5607. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Ellen
J. Bourke; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R.5608. A bill to provide for the read-
mission of Antonia Paride Scavuzzo to United
States citizenship; to the Committee on the

. Judiciary.

By Mr. D’EWART:

H.R.b5609. A bill authorizing the Secretary
of the Interior to issue a patent in fee to
B. M. (Bud) Phelps; to the Committee on
Public Lands.

H.R.5610. A bill authorizing the Secretary
of the Interior to issue a patent in fee to
Emma Phelps Glenn; to the Committee on
Public Lands.

H.R.5611. A bill authorizing the Secretary
of the Interior to issue a patent in fee to
Charles W. Phelps; to the Committee on
Public Lands.

By Mr, PATTEN:

H.R. 5612, A bill for the relief of Mr. and
Mrs, Charles R. Proctor; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mrs. ST. GEORGE:

H.R.5613. A bill for the relief of Borls
Batchvaroff; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. CARLYLE:

H.R. 5614, A bill for the relief of John 8.

Downing; to the Committee on the Judieciary,

PETITIONS, ETC,

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

1282, By Mr. NORBLAD: Petition signed
by Mrs. D. L. Clemens, of Lafayette, Oreg.,
and 13 other citizens of Yamhill County,
Oreg., urging passage of a bill to prohibit the
transportation of alcoholic-beverage adver-
tising in interstate commerce and the broad-
casting of alcoholic-beverage advertising over
the radio; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

1283. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Texas
Sheep and Goat Raisers Association, Inc,
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San Angelo, Tex., relative to the bill 8. 1821,
and reaffirming deep interest, and requesting
passage of this legislation, which would place
mohair under the Wool Labeling Act; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

1284. Also, petition of Veterans of Forelgn
Wars, Austin Tex., requesting the extension
of the period of time during which readjust-
ment allowances may be paid until July 25,
1954, as embraced in H. R. 1374, or under
some similar legislation; to the Committee
on Veterans' Affairs,

1285. Also, petition of Mrs. Beulah Hand
and others, Gainesville, Fla., requesting pas-
sage of H. R. 2135 and H. R. 2136, known as
the Townsend plan; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

1286. Also, petition of Mrs. Arthur Clive
and others, Orlando, Fla., requesting passage
of H. R. 2135 and H. R. 2136, known as the
Townsend plan; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

1287. Also, petition of J. H. Robert and
others, Salina, Kans., requesting passage of
H. R. 2135 and H. R. 2136, known as the Town-
send plan; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

1288. Also, petition of Mrs. Ray Christie
and others, Le Sueur, Minn., requesting pas-
sage of H. R. 2135 and H. R. 2136, known as
the Townsend plan; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

1289, Also, petition of Charles W, Olcott
and others, Portland, Oreg., requesting pas-
sage of H. R. 2135 and H. R. 2136, known as
the Townsend plan; to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

1200. Also, petition of Stella Ayers and
others, Salem, Oreg, regquesting passage of
H. R. 21356 and H. R. 2136, known as the
Townsend plan; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

1281. Also, petitlon of Gertrude Randall
and others, Seattle, Wash., requesting pas-
sage of H. R. 2135 and H. R. 2136, known as
the Townsend plan; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

1202. Also, petition of Jens Stenegaard and
others, Seattle, Wash., requesting passage of
H. R. 2135 and H. R. 2136, known as the
Townseld plan; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

SENATE

WEDNESDAY, JuLy 13, 1949

(Legislative day of Thursday, June 2,
1949)

The Senate met, in executive session,
at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration
of the recess.

Rev. Bernard Braskamp, D. D., pastor
of the Gunton Temple Memorial Presby-
terian Church, Washington, D. C., offered
the following prayer:

O Thou eternal God, whose blessings
are abundantly adequate for all our
needs, we pray that we may incarnate the
spirit of the Master and seek to preserve
the splendor and continuity of His ideals
and principles as we try to build a nobler
civilization.

We humbly confess that, in our strug-
gles to surmount the obstacles which con-
front us in this high adventure, we so
frequently place our confidence solely in
human calculations and human ingenuity
instead of appropriating by faith the
spiritual resources which Thou hast
placed at our disposal.

Grant that our own beloved country
may be in the vanguard of the nations
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